
Oregon Department of Education 

Consolidated State Plan  

Under the  

Every Student Succeeds Act 

 

 

DRAFT   

FOR PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

February 13, 2017 
  



 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  2 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

Dear Oregonians, 

 

It is with great anticipation and excitement that I share with you Oregonôs draft State Plan under the Every 

Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). Oregonôs State Plan reflects a shared statewide vision for Oregonôs students 

and schools. Our State Plan development process was grounded in extensive outreach and engagement efforts 

with thousands of Oregonians, including school and district leaders and staff, families and communities, tribal 

leaders, policymakers and state agency representatives to Reimagine Education in Oregon. Throughout this 

process, we encouraged educators and communities to think big, be bold, and to innovate.  
 

Our communities expressed a resounding desire for Oregonôs students to: 

¶ Receive a rigorous, relevant, well-rounded, engaging educational experience founded on equitable 

access and opportunity; 

¶ Benefit from individualized and personalized learning; 

¶ Experience a school community that embraces partnerships with businesses, colleges, and 

community-based organizations in order to support a studentôs academic and social-emotional 

growth. 

 

Communities called for better supports for educators to: 

¶ Deliver culturally-responsive, developmentally-appropriate instruction to Oregonôs diverse student 

population; 

¶ Advance and grow professionally as teacher-leaders; and 

¶ Make data-informed decisions to address student learning needs. 

 

Communities thoughtfully asserted the need for systemic change to: 

¶ Address and increase family and community engagement;  

¶ Ensure the quality or success of a school is measured in multiple ways, including a schoolôs course 

offerings, the supports it provides students, types of extracurricular activities, among others; and 

¶ Shift from the deficit-based approach to supporting low-performing schools to a model that 

incentivizes, inspires, and promotes growth and continuous improvement. 

 

With great intentionality and purpose, Oregonôs State Plan is rooted in our communitiesô hopes, dreams, and 

aspirations for Oregon students. As such, our State Plan represents the collective voices of our state. And to 

that end, we encourage Oregonians to continue to provide feedback to inform the development of the full 

consolidated state plan, which will be submitted April 3, 2017 to the U.S. Department of Education. 

 

Thank you for the work you do and for your investment in ensuring our State Plan addresses the needs of 

every Oregon student. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Salam A. Noor, Ph.D. 

Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction 
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Executive Summary 

In December 2015, Congress signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) into law. This law is the 

broadest federal education law in the country; it replaces No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and requires every 

state to develop a State Plan. Deeply rooted in advancing educational equity and truly building systems that 

eliminate systemic and historical barriers to student success, ESSA serves as a renewed commitment for 

Oregonians to work together to ensure each and every student in our state has the opportunity to learn, thrive, 

and reach his or her full potential.  

 

Aimed at supplementing public school funding to support the learning needs of students navigating poverty, 

English Learners, and other students who have been historically underserved, ESSA acts as an additional 

leverage to provide a high-quality education for each one of our students. With that said, ESSA does not 

address the funding gaps that exist in Oregon and across the country. Therefore, the work ahead must take a 

strategic approach to align and unify our efforts to build, implement, and invest in systems that meet the 

learning needs of every pre-K through postsecondary student.   

 

We have an opportunity to create a state plan that reflects a shared vision for Oregonôs students and schools. 

Our State Plan allows us to ensure students have access to quality content standards and assessments, design a 

balanced assessment system that informs instruction and meets accountability requirements, redesign the state 

report card to reflect academic and non-academic school quality indicators, continue alignment of standards 

and outcomes from pre-school to post-secondary education and training, increase opportunities for a well-

rounded and supportive education, personalized learning and student engagement, and ensure students 

graduate on time and college and career ready. 

Under NCLB, states established an emphasis on closing achievement gaps by requiring annual reporting of 

test scores and graduation rates by student group. Despite its intentions, NCLB lacked flexibility and had  

unintended consequences. An overemphasis on foundational skills like reading, writing, and math in many 

cases led to a cut in programs and activities, as well as a narrowing of curriculum in subjects like science, 

history, foreign language, the arts, physical education, career and technical education, and others. This 

approach, while well-intentioned, has stymied what we know is best for students: providing rich learning 

opportunities that embrace a well-rounded education from pre-K through high school.  

 

ESSA returns a great deal of autonomy and authority to states, including the flexibility to design 

accountability and support systems that work to improve outcomes for Oregonôs students and schools. The 

new law encourages states and schools to innovate, while at the same time it maintains a focus on equity and 

accountability. In place of the NCLB one-size-fits-all approach, states have the flexibility to set their own 

goals for improving student achievement and graduation rates. States also have more flexibility in how they 

identify and support struggling schools and districts. Oregon will move forward in taking advantage of each 

area of flexibility in an effort to build systems that represent and work for Oregon students and schools. 

 

ESSA is a welcome change and extends the promise of an excellent, well-rounded education to every student, 

regardless of race, family income, background, home language, or disability. We want this type of education 

for every one of our learners.  At the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) we are working hard to develop 

a State Plan under ESSA that represents your hopes, dreams, aspirations, and values for Oregonôs students 

and schools. Many of you have been engaged in conversations about our renewed commitment to improving 

outcomes for students in our state, but our hope is that more of you will share your thinking, your expertise, 

and your perspectives as we move forward. Together, we are primed to rebuild and strengthen partnerships 

locally and statewide; leverage and elevate promising practices; and build capacity by ensuring school and 
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district leaders have the tools and resources they need to support each one of their students on a path to 

success.   

 
Oregonôs Opportunities Under ESSA 
Central to Oregonôs State Plan and the work ahead, are key levers, or opportunities that were generated 

through the feedback and voices of Oregonians. We believe these levers serve as the foundational tenets to 

strengthen and shape our educational system to better serve Oregonôs students.  

 

Opportunity One: Prioritizing and Advancing Equity  
ESSA is intended to promote educational equity. Equity in education is the notion that each and every learner 

receives the necessary resources they need individually to thrive in Oregonôs schools regardless of their 

national origin, race, gender, sexual orientation, disability, home language, or family income. Every student 

deserves an education that prepares him or her for lifelong success and active citizenry. In Oregon, we want to 

put every one of our learners on a path to success from birth through high school. And whether our students 

choose to go off to college or straight into the workforce, itôs critical that their school experience is full of 

opportunity. As a state, prioritizing equity in Oregon means actively initiating and leading conversations 

about equity; it means collecting, analyzing, and continually learning; sharing state and local data with 

stakeholders to identify disparities, and take action; it means proactively seeking out wrap-around support 

systems like community-based organizations, culturally-specific and linguistically-diverse groups, tribal 

governments, and representatives who share in the collective effort to improve access, opportunity, and 

learning outcomes for all students.  

Opportunity Two: Extending the Promise of a Well-Rounded Education  
While ESSA defines a well-rounded education to include a wide variety of subjects and areas of study, 

Oregon believes a well-rounded education moves beyond the courses students take, and into the essential 

knowledge and skills students are learning in those courses. We know that a well-rounded education provides 

the knowledge and skills to live, learn, work, create, and contribute.  It also ensures that each and every 

student is known, heard, and supported. Our goal is to establish and actualize a definition of well-rounded 

education that focusses on the whole student, the learning experiences they are given, the knowledge and 

skills they learn, and the beliefs and attributes they develop.   

 

Opportunity Three: Strengthening District Systems 
ESSA provides the opportunity for educators at the state and local level to reclaim decision-making for 

students, schools, and the communities they serve. In Oregon, we believe that education is local and in order 

for systems like accountability, assessment, school improvement, and educator effectiveness to meet the 

needs of our diverse student population, they must be implemented and supported locally. Building capacity 

of local education agencies and school leaders will take an investment of time and resources. Our 197 school 

districts experience unique challenges; at the same time, each district has great strengths. As a state, we must 

re-ignite our sense of collaboration and continuous improvement by establishing better networks for districts 

to collaborate, grow and thrive. This work is messy, does not occur in a vacuum, and will take time to realize. 

However, we believe this is the right time to innovate and to change the conversation and culture from 

compliance and technical assistance to one of support and partnership. 

 

Opportunity Four: Fostering Ongoing Engagement 
Purposeful engagement under ESSA reinforces the importance of community by elevating the ñit-takes-a-

villageò approach. In Oregon, we believe in embracing this approach because improving our education system 

takes everyone ï students, families, educators, policymakers, and communities ï to ensure we are fostering 
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equity and excellence for each and every learner. ODE leadership and staff are committed to ongoing 

reflection through feedback loops and two-way communication opportunities, including measuring agency-

wide progress towards measurable goals and objectives. In other words, ODE is committed to continuous 

improvement to foster relationships, build capacity, and better serve schools and districts. The success and 

sustainability efforts to engage communities across the state extends locally, particularly with regard to 

Oregonôs most vulnerable students and communities, which requires robust and thoughtful partnerships.  

 

 

Oregonôs State Vision and Long-Term 

Goals  
 
Oregonôs State Plan under ESSA was developed to 

align with the Oregon Department of Educationôs 

(ODE) comprehensive vision for education. From 

its inception, the law offers Oregon key levers to 

advance its work and meet progress towards 

ambitious statewide goals.   

 

Focused on ensuring that each and every Oregon 

student graduates from high school college- and 

career-ready with the support and opportunities 

they need to thrive, ESSA offers Oregon an 

opportunity to enhance its larger state vision, while 

reinforcing the fact that we have many systems that 

are working well. Each of the goals listed ï (1) 

start strong, (2) transition successfully, (3) graduate 

college-and career-ready, and (4) experience 

outstanding customer service ï support students through their PK-12 journey. The goals serve as critical 

cornerstones to continue our work to build school and district capacity.    

 
40-40-20 Goal 
The 40-40-20 goal reflects a statewide aspiration to markedly improve individual and statewide prosperity in 

Oregon. Individuals with higher levels of education are more likely to earn higher wages, have rewarding 

careers and make positive contributions to their community. The goal calls for 40 percent of Oregonians to 

receive a bachelorôs degree; 40 percent of Oregonians to receive an associate degree or certificate; and the 

remaining 20 percent to earn a high school diploma by the year 2025.Through creating equitable access to a 

high-quality education and a seamless path to future opportunities, more Oregon students will prosper, 

ultimately benefitting us all. Under ESSA, 40-40-20 is not just about statewide prosperity but also applies to 

individual, student prosperity as well. It is about building the kind of seamless system ï from birth through 

high school ï that ensures each and every one of our students has the opportunities to be successful.  
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40-40-20 Goal 

40 percent of Oregonians to receive a bachelorôs degree; 40 percent of Oregonians to receive an associate 

degree or certificate; and the remaining 20 percent to earn a high school diploma by the year 2025. 
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Supporting All Students 
 
Oregon has set a vision that all students receive a relevant, rigorous, and 

well-rounded education from birth through postsecondary. This vision, 

along with a set of core beliefs (Oregonôs Equity Lens, Oregon Education 

Investment Board, 2013) represent how we think about and approach 

supporting all students. 

 
¶ We believe that everyone has the ability to learn and that we have 

an ethical and moral responsibility to ensure an education system 

that provides optimal learning environments that lead all children 

to be prepared for their individual futures.  

¶ We believe that speaking a language other than English is an asset 

and that our education system must celebrate and enhance this 

ability alongside appropriate and culturally responsive support for 

English as a second language.  

¶ We believe children receiving special education services are an 

integral part of our educational responsibility and we must welcome the opportunity to be inclusive, 

make appropriate accommodations, and celebrate their assets. We must directly address the 

overrepresentation of children of color in special education and the underrepresentation of these 

children in ñtalented and giftedò programs.  

¶ We believe that the children who have previously been described as ñat risk,ò ñunderperforming,ò 

ñunderrepresented,ò or minority actually represent Oregonôs best opportunity to improve overall 

educational outcomes.  

¶ We believe in access to high-quality early learning experiences and appropriate family engagement 

and support, recognizing that we need to provide services in a way that best meets the needs of our 

most diverse segment of the population.  

¶ We believe that communities, parents, teachers, and community-based organizations have unique and 

important solutions to improving outcomes for our children and educational systems. Our work will 

only be successful if we are able to truly partner with the community, engage with respect, 

authentically listenðand have the courage to share decision making, control, and resources.  

¶ We believe the rich history and culture of learners is a source of pride and an asset to embrace and 

celebrate.  

¶ And, we believe in the importance of great teaching. An equitable education system requires 

providing teachers with the tools and support to meet the needs of each child. 

 

Oregonians value diversity and recognize that different backgrounds, perspectives, and ideas foster strength. 

Educators and communities have a long-standing commitment towards creating respectful and inclusive 

learning environments and eliminating discrimination or harassment in all forms, levels, or aspects.  
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Long-term Goals for Academic Achievement and Graduation 
Instructions: Each SEA must provide baseline data (i.e., starting point data), measurements of interim 

progress, and long-term goals for academic achievement, graduation rates, and English language 

proficiency. For each goal, the SEA must describe how it established its long-term goals, including its State-

determined timeline for attaining such goals, consistent with the requirements in section 1111(c)(2) of the 

ESEA and 34 C.F.R. § 200.13. Each SEA must provide goals and measurements of interim progress for the 

all students group and separately for each subgroup of students, consistent with the State's minimum number 

of students. 

 

In the tables below, identify the baseline (data and year) and long-term goal (data and year).  If the tables do 

not accommodate this information, an SEA may create a new table or text box(es) within this template. Each 

SEA must include measurements of interim progress for academic achievement, graduation rates, and 

English language proficiency in Appendix A.  

 

A. Academic Achievement.   

i. Description.  Describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and 

measurements of interim progress for improved academic achievement, including how the 

SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such goals.  

 

The 2011 Oregon legislature passed Senate Bill 253 as the underpinning of education reform efforts.  As part 

of the bill, the Legislature adopted an ambitious long-term goal that came to be known as ñ40-40-20.ò   This 

goal states that forty percent of Oregonians will have a baccalaureate degree or higher, forty percent will have 

an associateôs degree or certificate in a skilled occupation, and the remaining 20 percent without a 

postsecondary credential will have at least a high school diploma or its equivalent credential. 
 

As a result of SB 253 Oregon has set the following long term goals: 

¶ Academic Achievement:  80% of students will achieve a Level 3 or Level 4 on statewide assessments of 

English language arts and mathematics.  The standards for achieving a Level 3 or higher were explicitly 

set with college and postsecondary readiness in mind, so the 80% goal clearly aligns with 40-40-20.   
 

¶ The baseline for English language arts is 55% of students who achieved a Level 3 or Level 4 and the 

baseline for mathematics is 41% of students.  Measurements of interim progress will be set with the 

expectation of uniform progress toward the goal. Oregon is proposing the year 2024-25 to reach this goal.  

To reach this goal by 2024-25 (in 9 years), the English language arts target needs to rise 25%, which is 

2.7% per year.  We would round the yearly interim progress measures to the nearest integer.  Note: the 

baseline and goals are not expected to change, but ODE is reviewing the goal year to determine 

whether the number of years to reach the long term goal is appropriate.   
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ii. Provide the baseline and long-term goals in the table below. 

 

 Table. 1.1 Long-term goals for English language arts and math 

 
Student Groups Reading/ 

Language Arts: 

Baseline Data 

and Year 

Reading/ 

Language Arts: 

Long-term Goal 

Mathematics: 

Baseline Data 

and Year 

Mathematics: 

Long-term Goal 

All students 

 

55% * 

(2015-16) 

80% 41% * 

(2015-16) 

80% 

All student groups will have the same targets and measures of interim progress. 

  *Refers to the percentage of students in grades 3-8 and 11 who took the test who were proficient. 
 

B. Graduation Rate. 

i. Description.  Describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and 

measurements of interim progress for improved four-year adjusted cohort graduation rates, 

including how the SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such goals.  
 

Oregonôs 40-40-20 Goal establishes the stateôs long term goal of 100% of Oregonians earning a high school 

diploma or equivalent.  Some students earn alternate credentials, such as a GED, and some students need 

more than four years to graduate.  Hence there should not be an expectation that the four-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate goal also be 100%. 

 

Oregon previously set a goal of a 90% four-year cohort graduation rate. We will maintain this long-term goal 

for on-time graduation.  Oregon is proposing the year 2012-25 for reaching this goal.  Interim targets will rise 

uniformly from the baseline of 74% to reach the goal, rounded to the whole number.  So, for example, to 

reach the graduation goal by 2024-25 interim targets will rise about 2% each year from the baseline of 74%. 

 

 

ii. Provide the baseline and long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate in 

the table below. 

 

Table 1.2 Four-year cohort graduation rate 

 

Student Group Baseline (Data and Year) Long-term Goal (Data and 

Year) 

All students 74% ( 2015-16) 90% (2024-25 DRAFT) 

All student groups will have the same targets and measures of interim progress. 

 

iii.  If applicable, provide the baseline and long-term goals for each extended-year cohort 

graduation rate(s) and describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and 

measurements for such an extended-year rate or rates that are more rigorous as compared to 

the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress than the four-year adjusted cohort 

rate, including how the SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such 

goals.  

 

Oregon also reports a 5-year cohort graduation rate.  Oregon proposes to set a long-term goal of 93% for this 

rate.  This rate is below 100% because other high school equivalency options, such as GEDs are available.  



 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  10 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

The draft goal year is 2024-25.  To meet the goal by 2024-25 interim targets would rise 2% each year from 

the baseline of 77%.  Note: the baseline and goals are not expected to change, but ODE is reviewing the 

goal year to determine whether the number of years to reach the long term goal is appropriate.   
 

   Table 1.3 Five-year cohort graduation rate 

 

Subgroup Baseline (Data and Year) Long-term Goal (Data and 

Year) 

All students 77% (2015-16) 93% (2024-25 DRAFT) 

All student groups will have the same targets and measures of interim progress. 

 

 

 

C. English Language Proficiency.   
i. Description.  Describe the Stateôs uniform procedure, applied consistently to all English 

learners in the State, to establish research-based student-level targets on which the goals and 

measurements of interim progress are based. The description must include:  

1. How the State considers a studentôs English language proficiency level at the time of 

identification and, if applicable, any other student characteristics that the State takes 

into account (i.e., time in language instruction programs, grade level, age, Native 

language proficiency level, or limited or interrupted formal education, if any).  

2. The applicable timelines over which English learners sharing particular 

characteristics would be expected to attain ELP within a State-determined maximum 

number of years and a rationale for that State-determined maximum.  

3. How the student-level targets expect all English learners to make annual progress 

toward attaining English language proficiency within the applicable timelines.  

The first operational administration of the ELPA21 in Oregon was the 2015-16 school year. Given only one 

year of ELPA21, Oregon does not have sufficient information to calculate and evaluate the English Language 

progress indicators or establish baseline values, long-term goals, or measures of interim progress. Therefore, 

Oregon will calculate on track to ELP and ELP growth, evaluate their measurement properties (e.g., validity, 

reliability, stability, etc.), and establish baseline values, measures of interim progress, and long-term goals 

after the second operational administration of ELPA21 in 2016-17. 

 

ii. Describe how the SEA established ambitious State-designed long-term goals and 

measurements of interim progress for increases in the percentage of all English learners in 

the State making annual progress toward attaining English language proficiency based on 

1.C.i. and provide the State-designed long-term goals and measurements of interim progress 

for English language proficiency.  

 

As described above, Oregon will set long term goals following the 2016-17 administration of the ELPA21 

assessment. 

Subgroup Baseline (Data and Year) Long-term Goal (Data and 

Year) 

English learners To be determined.   To be determined. 
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Section 2: Consultation and Performance Management 

2.1 Consultation. 

 

Instructions:  Each SEA must engage in timely and meaningful consultation with stakeholders in developing 

its consolidated State plan, consistent with 34 C.F.R. §§ 299.13 (b) and 299.15 (a).  The stakeholders must 

include the following individuals and entities and reflect the geographic diversity of the State:  

¶ The Governor or appropriate officials from the Governorôs office;  

¶ Members of the State legislature;  

¶ Members of the State board of education, if applicable;  

¶ LEAs, including LEAs in rural areas;  

¶ Representatives of Indian tribes located in the State;  

¶ Teachers, principals, other school leaders, paraprofessionals, specialized instructional support 

personnel, and organizations representing such individuals;  

¶ Charter school leaders, if applicable;  

¶ Parents and families;  

¶ Community-based organizations;  

¶ Civil rights organizations, including those representing students with disabilities, English learners, 

and other historically underserved students;  

¶ Institutions of higher education (IHEs);  

¶ Employers;  

¶ Representatives of private school students;  

¶ Early childhood educators and leaders; and  

¶ The public.  

 

Each SEA must meet the requirements in 34 C.F.R. § 200.21(b)(1)-(3) to provide information that is: 

1. Be in an understandable and uniform format; 

2. Be, to the extent practicable, written in a language that parents can understand or, if it is not 

practicable to provide written translations to a parent with limited English proficiency, be orally 

translated for such parent; and 

3. Be, upon request by a parent who is an individual with a disability as defined by the Americans with 

Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. 12102, provided in an alternative format accessible to that parent. 

 

A. Public Notice.  Provide evidence that the SEA met the public notice requirements, under 34 C.F.R. § 

299.13(b), relating to the SEAôs processes and procedures for developing and adopting its 

consolidated State plan.   

To be added following completion of the process 

  

B. Outreach and Input.  For the components of the consolidated State plan including Challenging 

Academic Assessments; Accountability, Support, and Improvement for Schools; Supporting Excellent 

Educators; and Supporting All Students, describe how the SEA: 

i. Conducted outreach to and solicited input from the individuals and entities listed above, 

consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 299.13(b),during the design and development of the SEAôs plans 

to implement the programs that the SEA has indicated it will include in its consolidated State 

plan; and following the completion of its initial consolidated State plan by making the plan 

available for public comment for a period of not less than 30 days prior to submitting the 



 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  12 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

consolidated State plan to the Department for review and approval.  

 

ESSA requires states to engage in and provide evidence of ñmeaningful consultation with a variety of 

stakeholdersò through a collaborative process focused on substantial aspects of the law.  In response, ODE 

mapped out a communications and engagement plan to organize and align its efforts in the most effective, 

intentional way possible to enhance outreach, continue to strive for greater internal coherence as an agency, 

and improve how we (as a state agency) better serve schools and districts 

 

The partnerships that exist between and among federal, state, and local governmental agencies, like tribes, 

school boards, and mental health and human service organizations ï serve to address misconceptions, 

empower new voices, and ensure shared ownership for the continuous improvement of our students, schools, 

and systems.  Partnerships encompass those beyond the traditional school day like before and after school 

programs, online supports, business and community advocates, culturally-specific organizations, and higher 

education institutes. To that end, ODE is committed to continuing its engagement with communities and 

developing resources to support districts to understand local context and needs and work together to improve 

outcomes for every student.  

 

Our Goals for Stakeholder Engagement: 

1. Articulate and amplify key messages that highlight the stateôs education priorities as the driver for 
Oregonôs State Plan; 

2. Build sustained momentum in support of 

state priorities; 

3. Make significant progress towards a State 

Plan that is informed by perspectives from 

across the state; 

4. Galvanize communities across the state to 

support a shared vision of student success;  

5. Provide internal staff the support and 

resources needed to increase collaboration 

internally across offices as well as 

externally with stakeholders and key 

partners; 

6. Create opportunities for families, 

communities and education leaders alike 

to share input that informs the crafting of 

the State Plan. 

 

 

 

 

Phase I: Plan & Inform (January-June 2016) 

Phase I of our communications and engagement plan was dedicated to establishing a shared vision amongst 

ODE staff and external stakeholders based on the priorities and values of Oregonians. Seeking public input 

through meaningful stakeholder engagement created an  opportunity for the Oregon Department of Education 

to not only connect with current education advocates, but to seek out those who feel disconnected or who 

have not been historically engaged in a public education dialogue. Through initial conversations with external 

stakeholders, ODE developed a theory of action and vision to guide plan development and move forward into 

Phase II. In Phase 1, ODE: 
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¶ Conducted 13 regional community forum conversations; engaging over 900 Oregonians including 

educators, school leaders, families, higher education partners, business leaders, and communities. 

Participants were asked to Reimagine Education in Oregon  by talking about their hopes, dreams, and 

aspirations for Oregonôs students and schools. The forums generated rich conversation that 

highlighted the values that this Plan is grounded in. 

¶ Established 4 technical work groups that developed recommendations under key areas of flexibility: 

Standards & Assessment, Accountability, School Improvement, and Educator Effectiveness. 

Workgroup members were selected based on the desire to ensure broad expertise, geographic 

representation and racial and ethnic diversity. ODE received over 300 applications from educators, 

parents, community members, business leaders, community based organizations, higher education, 

and early learning representatives.  

¶ Appointed an external advisory committee of education practitioners to review and provide input on 

components of the State Plan. This committee is made up of 45 members who include teachers, 

principals, superintendents, education partners, community based organizations, and advocacy 

organizations. The committed has convened four times to advise the Deputy Superintendent on 

critical decision points represented in Oregonôs State Plan. 

¶ Collected input on recommendations through conference presentations, feedback sessions, and 

webinars. 

¶ Communicated high-level information related to ESSA and Oregonôs State Plan development 

timeline with ODE staff and educators through ODEôs monthly newsletter called Education Update. 

 

Phase II: Targeted Outreach (July through December 2016) 

Phase II was dedicated to facilitating two-way dialogue with specific stakeholder groups about particular 

components of Oregonôs State Plan. These meetings and feedback sessions went deep into exploring aspects 

of the law and subsequent regulations in the areas of standards and assessment, accountability, school 

improvement, and educator effectiveness. Some of the topics of these conversations included accountability 

and reporting indicators and how to ensure we are measuring what we value as a state; the opportunity to fully 

develop a balanced assessment system and take advantage of flexibility offered at the high school level; the 

systems in place to support culturally-responsive instruction and the growth and development of our 

educators; and providing the necessary supports and systemic change to sustain improvement. In Phase II, 

ODE: 

 

¶ Continued its work with the 4 technical work groups to develop recommendations; 

¶ Worked with partner organizations to extend its reach;  

¶ Targeted its engagement efforts to include communities of color, representatives from tribes, school 

board members, teachers, students, families, community members, paraprofessionals, special 

education professionals, early learning community members, policy advocates, legislators, and other 

stakeholders; 

¶ Established a process to review and solicit input relative to the English learner components of ESSA 

and Oregonôs State Plan; 

¶ Conducted 7 regional community forums  in partnership with local education agencies to share 

components of Oregonôs Draft Plan Framework; 

¶ Identified stakeholder concerns, challenges, and barriers to implementing ESSA, including 

stakeholdersô biggest lingering questions, suggestions, and improved recommendations for the State 

Plan.  

 

http://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/essa-forums-5-themes-summary.7.29.16.pdf
http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=5512
http://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/july-7-essa-advisory-committee-meeting.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/ESSAWG/Pages/ESSAWG.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/ESSAWG/Pages/EnglishLearner.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/Pages/ESSAForums.aspx


 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  14 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

By the end of Phase II, ODE staff garnered feedback from a broad representation of stakeholders to inform 

the development of a draft state plan framework. The table below represents stakeholders consulted.  

 

Table 1. Stakeholder Consultation    

 

Stakeholder 

Group 

Date & Outreach Example Activities 

Teachers April, May, June 

2016  

May,  

Technical Work 

Groups 

 

ESSA Technical Work Groups: Of 

the nearly 160 technical work group 

participants, 35 represented teachers 

from across Oregon in various 

content areas and disciplines. 

 

Deputy Superintendents Advisory 

Council ï This 35 member council 

represents elementary and secondary 

teacher leaders from across the state 

who convene quarterly to advise the 

Deputy Superintendent of Public 

Instruction. They have served as a 

critical thought partner in  

 

Teacher Groups ï In partnership 

with the Oregon Education 

Association, teachers have received 

regularly updates on ESSA including 

scheduled feedback sessions and 

opportunities to add their voice to 

the conversation. 

 

September, 

December 2016, 

January 2017 

Deputy 

Superintendentôs 

Advisory Council 

October 2016 Oregon Education 

Association (OEA) ï 

Principal and Teacher 

Leader Conference 

January 2017 Licensed Staff 

Communicators, 

Salem-Keizer School 

District 

February 2017 Salem-Keizer 

Education Association 

Licensed and Classified 

Staff 

Principals, 

Administrators & 

other school leaders 

July 2016   Malheur Summer 

Institute 
Principals, Administrators, and 

School Leaders ï ODEôs 

partnership with the Confederation 

of School Administrators (COSA) 

has provided Oregonôs 

administrators the opportunity to 

learn and provide feedback by 

engaging in critical conversations 

with ODE staff during conference 

presentations, work sessions, 

webinars, and surveys.   

 

Oregonôs Statewide System of 

Support for Schools in 

Improvement ï Leadership coaches 

tasked with coaching and supporting 

building-level principals of schools 

August 2016 Assessment Institute 

(COSA) 

August 2016 Odyssey Conference, 

Bend, Portland 

August, October, 

December 2016; 

February 2017 

Oregonôs Statewide 

System of Support for 

Schools in 

Improvement 

October 2016 Special Education 

Conference (COSA) 

October 2016 Teaching with a 

Purpose Conference  

November 2016 New Special Education 

Directorôs Conference  

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/Documents/draft-framework-for-oregons-essa-state-plan12-9-16.pdf
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Date & Outreach Example Activities 

September 2016 

and January 2017 

OACOA/Superintenden

ts Academy (COSA) 

identified for improvement routinely 

convened to support the planning 

and recommendations in Oregonôs 

State Plan. These e also brought 

together appropriate district-level 

personnel assigned to write and 

support improvement planning. 

October and 

November 2016 

New Principals 

Academy (COSA) 

December 2016 Mentoring Network 

Meeting 

December 2016 School Law 

Conference 

January 2017 Winter Administrators 

Conference (COSA) 

School Librarians, 

Human Resource 

Directors 

October 2016  School Libraries & 

ESSA 

Oregonôs School Librarians ï 

Librarians across the state have 

actively engaged in ESSA 

conversations  by calling attention to 

how school libraries act as a support 

for all students. 

 

Oregon School Personnel 

Association ï Regional leadership 

convening of Human Resource 

Directors. 

 

July, August, 

September 2016 

Oregon School 

Personnel Association 

Specialized 

Instructional 

Support Personnel; 

Paraprofessionals 

February 2017 Salem-Keizer 

Education Association 

Licensed and Classified 

Staff 

Oregon School Employee 

Association ï Supporting thousands 

of paraprofessionals across the state, 

OSEAôs Board of Directors provided 

feedback and shared information on 

ESSA broadly with their members, 

encouraging them to attend regional 

feedback sessions facilitated by ODE 

staff. 

October, December 

2016 

 

Oregon School 

Employee Association 

Charter School 

leaders; Private 

School Leaders 

July, October 2016 

 

ESSA & Charter 

Schools 
Charter School Engagement ï 

Charter School leaders engaged early 

in the development of Oregonôs State 

Plan to provide feedback on work 

group recommendations and how 

new flexibility can work to 

strengthen charter schools in Oregon.  

 

August 2016 ESSA & Online 

Schools Meeting 

November, 

December 2016 

ESSA & Private 

Schools 

School Boards July, November 

2016 

OSBA Conferences Oregon School Boards Association 

(OSBA) ï OSBAôs summer and fall 

conference created mini sessions for 

ODE staff to engage with members  

of school boards statewide.  

December 2016 Medford School Board 

January 2016 Salem-Keizer School 

Board 
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Date & Outreach Example Activities 

Local ESDôs 

(including those in 

rural areas) 

August 2016 Willamette ESD Education Service District 

meetings with ODE Staff ï ESDs in 

Oregon have been engaged monthly 

through various channels to better 

understand how ODE can leverage 

their unique ability to support 

schools and districts 

October, December 

2016 

ILC (Intra-ESD 

Council) 

December 2016 OAESD Conference 

January 2017 Malheur ESD 

January 2017 Superintendents & ESD 

Superintendents 

Parents July 2016  PTA parent forums and 

national webinar 

PTA ï Representatives from 

Oregonôs PTA have enlisted ODEôs 

help in better understanding the new 

law to better communicate and share 

information with their constituents;  

PTA representatives attended 

community forums, participated in 

technical work groups and served on 

the ESSA Advisory Committee.  

 

November 2016 Migrant Parent 

conference 

Spring 2016 & 

Winter 2017  

Regional community 

forums 

Students December 2016  Capitol Ambassadors, 

Student Council 

Representatives 

feedback session 

Capitol Ambassadors Program 

Feedback Session ï 45 regionally-

represented student council members 

interested in public policy 

strengthened Oregonôs State Plan by 

sharing how the state and local 

districts can better support all 

students.  

January 2017 Leadership Students, 

Baker High School 

Spring 2016 & 

Winter 2017 

Regional Community 

Forums 

Civil Rights 

Organizations and 

Equity Advocates; 

ELL & 

Communities of 

Color 

January 2017  Self Enhancement Inc. EL Advisory Group ï This 

advisory group played a critical role 

in the development of the EL 

indicators and what they mean for 

students learning English as a second 

language in Oregonôs classrooms.  

 

Self Enhancement Inc. ï The 

largest nonprofit  organization 

supporting African American 

students and historically underserved 

students in the greater Portland area 

provided great insight into building 

community based partnerships and 

strengthening the relationship 

between schools and CBOs.  

 

January 2017 Latino Network 

February 2017 Urban League 

October 2016  House Bill 3499 

Advisory Group 

December 2016 Community Advisory 

Group 

December 2016 Migrant Parents 

Conference 

February 2017 House Bill 2016 

Advisory Group 

November 2016 ï 

February 2917 

EL Advisory Group 

Business 

Community 

Representatives 

November 2017 Oregon Business 

Council 

School Visits ï Oregonôs Deputy 

Superintendent had an opportunity to 

visit six different Career Technical Spring 2016 & Regional Community 
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Date & Outreach Example Activities 

Winter 2017 Forums; school visits Education programs and meet with 

business community representatives 

and educators to talk about strategies 

that engage all students. 

 

Higher Education, 

Educator 

Preparation 

Programs, & 

Researchers 

September, 

November 2016; 

January 2017  

Oregon Coalition for 

Quality Teaching and 

Learning (OCQTL) 

Oregon Coalition for Quality 

Teaching and Learning ï Broad 

representatives from higher 

education and state education 

agencies (Early Learning, Chief 

Education Office) and partners and 

practitioners from across the state 

who meet bi-monthly,  help to 

strengthen Oregonôs plan through a 

collaborative process. 

 

January 2017 Higher Education 

Coordinating 

Commission Meeting 

January 2017 Educator Preparation 

Leadership Cadre 

Education Partners Monthly Updates Partner Meetings Deputy Superintendent Monthly 

Partner Meetings ï Education 

partners from across the state 

including Stand for Children, 

Confederation of Oregon School 

Administrators, Oregon School 

Boards Association, Chalkboard 

Project, Oregon Education 

Association, Oregon Association for 

Education Service Districts, Chief 

Education Office, meet monthly with 

Oregonôs Deputy Superintendent.  

These partners have served as critical 

thought partners and ambassadors in 

the development of Oregonôs State 

Plan. 

September, 

November 2016; 

January 2017 

Oregon Coalition for 

Quality Teaching and 

Learning (OCQTL) 

December 2017 Quarterly 

Communication 

Directorôs Partner 

Meeting 

Representatives of 

Indian tribes 

July, September, 

December 2016   

 

Government to 

Government (Tribal 

meeting) 

Tribal Consultation ï ODE is 

working to meaningfully consult 

with all 9 federally recognized tribes 

in Oregon to add their voices, 

perspective, and strategies into our 

State Plan in order to ensure all 

students are supported.  

August 2016 American Indian 

Alaska Native 

Advisory Panel 

meeting 

 

October 2016 Tribal Consultation 

webinar ï invitation to 

all 9 federally 

recognized tribes in 

Oregon 
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Date & Outreach Example Activities 

January 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with Coquille Indian 

Tribe 

January 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with Klamath Tribes 

January 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with the Confederated 

tribes of Grand  Ronde 

January 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with the Confederated 

Tribe of Siletz  

February 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with Burns Paiute Tribe 

February 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with the Confederated 

Tribes of Umatilla 

February 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with the Confederated 

Tribes of Warm 

Springs 

February 2017 Tribal Consultation 

with Cow Creek Band 

of Umpqua Tribe 

State Board of 

Education 

August 2016  State Board Retreat 

 

State Board of Education ï The 

State Board of Education received 

regular updates on Oregonôs State 

Plan development, including its 

engagement with stakeholders. 

Members on the State Board have 

attended regional community 

forums, participated in ESSA 

Advisory Committee meetings, 

served on technical work groups, and 

participated in tribal consultation.   

October and 

December 2016 

State Board Meeting 

June, July, October 

2017, February 

2017 

ESSA Advisory 

Committee  

January 2017 State Board Work 

session on ESSA 

February 2017 ESSA State Plan First 

Reading 

Governor & Chief 

Education Office 

September, 

November 2016; 

January 2017 

Oregon Coalition for 

Quality Teaching and 

Learning (OCQTL) 

Governor & Chief Education 

Office ï Monthly updates on ESSA 

and Oregonôs State Plan 

development process.  Monthly Updates 

State Legislature December 2016 ESSA Update State Legislature ï Deputy 

Superintendent Salam Noor and 

ODE Leadership provide updates on 

Oregonôs State Plan progress and 

what the law means for Oregonôs 

students, schools, and educators.  

January ï February 

2017 

House & Senate 

Education Hearings 

Early Learning September 2016 Early Learning Council  
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Stakeholder 

Group 

Date & Outreach Example Activities 

 

November 2016 Early Learning 

Conference Pre-K-3 

(COSA) 

 Oregon Coalition for 

Quality Teaching and 

Learning (OCQTL) 

Youth 

Development and 

adult learning 

agencies 

September 2016 Youth Development 

Council 

 

January 2017 Youth Development 

and ESSA 

 

Phase III: Feedback and Draft Plan (November through April 2017)  

Phase III  has been dedicated to synthesizing feedback and recommendations from across the state in order to 

draft and inform the development of Oregonôs State Plan. Oregon has committed to a transparent process that 

articulates how feedback is being used to guide and inform next steps. This process started in Phase I and has 

extended throughout the planôs development. To share more about the feedback received and how it has 

informed the State Planôs development, ODE: 

 

¶ Released and posted a comprehensive recap of the thirteen community forums held across the state on 

its website;  

¶ Generated a summary document  following each ESSA Advisory Committee meeting to shed light on 

the conversation through a thematic approach and share the progress to date with Oregonians; 

¶ Sent out monthly newsletter updates to district Superintendents, administrators, and teachers; 

¶ Synthesized and analyze data (both quantitative and qualitative) from conference feedback sessions, 

targeted engagement efforts, and tribal consultation that include a myriad of audiences from 

legislators, to students, to classified staff, and school board members along the way as to write a plan 

reflective of the constituents served across Oregon; 

¶ Developed a report summarizing the feedback received on proposed recommendations for Oregonôs 
State Plan. 

 

It is critical to note that submission of Oregonôs State Plan to the U.S. Department of Education in April 2017 

is not the end of this work. Once approved, the State Plan acts as a blueprint for the work ahead. The systems 

and components described in this document require and necessitate collaboration between state and local 

leaders, dedication and commitment from educators, and a unified and collective effort aimed at closing 

achievement and opportunity gaps.  

 

 

ii. Took into account the input obtained through consultation and public comment.  The 

response must include both how the SEA addressed the concerns and issues raised through 

consultation and public comment and any changes the SEA made as a result of consultation 

and public comment for all components of the consolidated State plan.  

 

 

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/Documents/essa-forums-5-themes-summary.7.29.16.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/Documents/essa-advisory-committee-summary.pdf
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C. Governorôs consultation.  Describe how the SEA consulted in a timely and meaningful manner with 

the Governor consistent with section 8540 of the ESEA, including whether officials from the SEA and 

the Governorôs office met during the development of this plan and prior to the submission of this 

plan.  

Governor & Chief Education Office ï Monthly updates on ESSA and Oregonôs State Plan 

development process. 

 

Date SEA provided the plan to the Governor: To be included in the completed draft 

 

Check one:   To be included in completed draft 

ἦThe Governor signed this consolidated State plan. 

ἦ The Governor did not sign this consolidated State plan. 

  

2.2 System of Performance Management. 

  

Instructions: In the text boxes below, each SEA must describe consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 299.15 (b) its 

system of performance management of SEA and LEA plans across all programs included in this consolidated 

State plan. The description of an SEAôs system of performance management must include information on the 

SEAôs review and approval of LEA plans, monitoring, continuous improvement, and technical assistance 

across the components of the consolidated State plan. 

  

The Oregon Department of Education has recently launched a cross-office initiative between the Office of 

Teaching, Learning and Assessment and the Office of Student Services. The aim is to build coherent supports 

to LEAs and schools driven by a review of data and local context / need. This initiative will serve as the 

cornerstone for providing differentiated supports to LEAS and school specifically aligned to root-cause 

outcomes, disaggregated student achievement data and next steps informed by the LEAôs diagnostic review. 

By leveraging the individual expertise around evidence-based and effective practices to support the diverse 

needs of learners in Oregon, we can improve, in real time, outcomes for students.  This cross-office initiative 

is already modeling how LEAs might leverage multiple funding streams and supports in order to improve 

student outcomes. 

 

All schools and districts in Oregon are called upon to engage in continuous improvement work to improve 

outcomes for students. The Oregon Department of Education has developed a planning model that begins 

with an analysis of data and moves from goals to action plans through implementation. Currently, all districts 

and schools in Oregon have access to Indistar®, a web-based planning tool and through which district-level 

Continuous Improvement Plans (CIP) and school-level Comprehensive Achievement Plans (CAP) are 

developed and monitored in a continuous improvement cycle. 

 

LEAs may use other tools and platforms to develop their continuous improvement plans such as the 

AdvancEd systems accreditation process or the Baldrige District Improvement Framework. Regardless of the 

instrument selected, LEAs will: 

¶ Engage in processes to review and analyze data, including, but not limited to statewide summative 

data, accountability data, locally collected data and information and qualitative (survey) data.   

¶ Engage stakeholders in a comprehensive, evidence-based needs assessment driven by data analysis 

¶ Where necessary, conduct a deeper diagnostic review to assist in priority development and action 

planning. 

¶ Develop broad, systems- and need- aligned priorities to frame the improvement plan. 
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¶ Develop discrete, differentiated action steps for departments and schools that align to the overall 

improvement priorities. 

¶ Develop and communicate periodic routines to review the implementation of improvement priorities 

and action steps that are driven by leading indicators of success and that allow for differentiated 

adjustments as needed. 

¶ Develop and communicate processes to update stakeholders on the implementation and progress 

made. 

 

Comprehensive Evidence-based Needs Assessment 

Oregonôs comprehensive needs assessment will ask LEA staff to review systems that impact outcomes for 

students. Those major systems are: 

¶ Instruction ï including standards / curriculum, instruction and assessment as well as Multi-tiered 

systems of support. 

¶ Professional Learning ï including the systems and structures to identify what teachers, administrators 

and other staff need to better support all learners. 

¶ Engagement ï including systems and processes to analyze and improve engagement with 

stakeholders, community members, parents, staff, teachers and students. 

¶ Leadership ï as a practice for district office staff, building leaders and teachers. 

¶ Academic, Social and Emotional Supports ï including opportunities to enhance culturally relevant 

pedagogy and practices, improve mental health supports, improve nursing and counseling supports 

and to connect with other partners and community-based organizations to improve supports for 

students. 

 

The comprehensive needs assessment aims to elevate areas of opportunity for continuous improvement that 

are then supported by more discrete action steps and improvement activities. These components provide the 

requisite opportunities for LEAs to select evidence-based interventions and programs to move their 

improvement efforts forward. LEA plans will be designed for multi-year implementation that will require a 

review and potential updates to the action steps and improvement activities. 

 

LEA Plan Approval 

Each LEA plan will be reviewed to ensure both federal and state compliance. This review will require an 

intentional collaborative approach supported through ODEôs cross-office initiative. The collaborative reviews 

will also offer proactive opportunities to provide differentiated and tailored technical assistance and supports. 

 

All LEA plans will be approved when: 

¶ The LEA clearly establishes links between improvement priorities and needs 

o And where applicable, the action steps are evidence-based 

¶ The LEA clearly establishes processes to engage and consider the feedback from stakeholders 

¶ The LEA clearly establishes periodic routines to review and adjust implementation of improvement 

priorities 

¶ The LEA clearly establishes systems and structures to update stakeholders on the progress of 

implementation  

 

A. Monitoring.  Describe the SEAôs plan to monitor SEA and LEA implementation of the included programs 

to ensure compliance with statutory and regulatory requirements.  This description must include how the 

SEA will collect and use data and information which may include input from stakeholders and data 

collected and reported on State and LEA report cards (under section 1111(h) of the ESEA and applicable 
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regulations), to assess the quality of SEA and LEA implementation of strategies and progress toward 

meeting the desired program outcomes.   

 

ODE will review LEA data annually. Using a tiered model driven by risk analysis, ODE will review fiscal 

and programmatic data to ensure LEAs are receiving the appropriate support or autonomy based both on 

outcomes as well as compliance with federal and state regulations. Those LEAs determined to be low-risk 

will be monitored once every three years where high-risk LEAs will receive collaborative support from 

multiple offices within ODE to provide on-going technical assistance aimed at reducing risk factors. 

 

Shifting from individual program reviews towards a comprehensive review will require ODE personnel to 

take a more intentional collaborative approach to providing necessary technical assistance and support to 

LEAs. Thus, onsite supports will be designed to integrate programmatic and fiscal data to address areas of 

improvement, where needed and necessary. 

 

B. Continuous Improvement.  Describe the SEAôs plan to continuously improve SEA and LEA plans and 

implementation.  This description must include how the SEA will collect and use data and information 

which may include input from stakeholders and data collected and reported on State and LEA report 

cards (under section 1111(h) of the ESEA and applicable regulations), to assess the quality of SEA and 

LEA implementation of strategies and progress toward meeting the desired program outcomes. 

      

Annually, LEAs will review progress towards implementation of their established continuous 

improvement plan. Through a review of statewide and local data, LEAs will make necessary adjustments 

to the implementation of their improvement priorities and communicate progress and adjustments to 

stakeholders. These updates will be communicated on district and school report cards. 

 

ODE will annually review district-level data to proactively develop and suggest opportunities for 

adjustment and intervention to LEAs. These data reviews will be part of ODEôs cross-office initiative 

aimed at coherence building and partnership and will serve as the central point of differentiated supports 

and technical assistance to LEAs. 

 

C. Differentiated Technical Assistance.  Describe the SEAôs plan to provide differentiated technical 

assistance to LEAs and schools to support effective implementation of SEA, LEA, and other subgrantee 

strategies. 

 

Differentiated support and technical assistance will be provided to LEAs in two ways. First, LEAs can 

request support if / when improvement efforts slow or are ineffective. Second, through the cross-office 

initiative, specialists at ODE can propose support or technical assistance to LEAs based on an internal 

review of data. By better aligning outcome data to programmatic and fiscal data, ODE can facilitate more 

efficient strategic planning updates to LEAs. 

 

Section 3: Academic Assessments 
 

Instructions:  As applicable, provide the information regarding a Stateôs academic assessments in the text 

boxes below.  

 

A. Advanced Mathematics Coursework.  Does the State: 1) administer end-of-course mathematics 

assessments to high school students in order to meet the requirements under section 1111(b) (2) (B) 
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(v) (I) (bb) of the ESEA; and 2) use the exception for students in eighth grade to take such 

assessments under section 1111(b) (2) (C) of the ESEA? 

ἦ Yes.  If yes, describe the SEAôs strategies to provide all students in the State the opportunity to be 

prepared for and to take advanced mathematics coursework in middle school consistent with section 

1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 C.F.R. § 200.5(b)(4). 

Ἠ No.  

Click here to enter text. 

 

B. Languages other than English. Describe how the SEA is complying with the requirements in section 

1111(b) (2) (F) of the ESEA and 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(f) in languages other than English.  

i. Provide the SEAôs definition for ñlanguages other than English that are present to a 
significant extent in the participating student population,ò consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 

200.6(f) (4), and identify the specific languages that meet that definition. 

 

The Oregon Department of Education provides translated statewide assessments as practicable for languages 

which are the language of origin for at least 9 percent of Oregonôs student population for grades K-12 within 

3 years after the school year in which the language first exceeds the 9 percent threshold, according to ORS 

581-022-0620(2). At this time, the only language that is represented in a large enough percent of students 

statewide is Spanish.  

 

ii. Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and specify for which 

grades and content areas those assessments are available. 

 

Currently the Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS) Science and Social Science assessments 

are offered in both English and Spanish. The statewide Mathematics assessment, Smarter Balanced, is offered 

in a Spanish/English stacked translation format. Neither the Smarter Balanced English language arts or the 

English Language Proficiency Assessment for the Twenty-first Century are offered in translated versions due 

to the fact that the English language is a critical component of the measured constructs of these two required 

statewide assessments. 

 

iii.  Indicate the languages other than English identified in B.i. above for which yearly student 

academic assessments are not available and are needed. 

 

At this time, there are no other languages of origin for students that constitute a large enough percent of the 

statewide student population to require additional translated versions of any Oregon statewide assessments.  

 

iv. Describe how the SEA will make every effort to develop assessments, at a minimum, in 

languages other than English that are present to a significant extent in the participating 

student population by providing:  

1. The Stateôs plan and timeline for developing such assessments, including a 
description of how it met the requirements of 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(f)(4); 

2. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input on the need for 

assessments in languages other than English, collect and respond to public comment, 

and consult with educators; parents and families of English learners; students, as 

appropriate; and other stakeholders; and  

3. As applicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been able to complete 

the development of such assessments despite making every effort.  

NA 
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Information about  Oregonôs assessments can be found on the ODE website:  

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/educator-resources/assessment/Pages/default.aspx  

 

Our proposed plan. In response to stakeholders, Oregon will pursue the flexibility under ESSA to allow 

districts to use a nationally-recognized assessment in place of the statewide summative (i.e. Smarter 

Balanced) assessment. While this process moves forward, ODE will continue implementing Smarter Balanced 

until another option is available and determined appropriate for local-selection. In response to the call for a 

more balanced assessment system, ODE will use and leverage ñA New Path for Oregonò a jointly created 

White Paper on creating a system of assessment to empower meaningful student learning.  

 

  

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/educator-resources/assessment/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.oregoned.org/images/uploads/pages/3_3_2015_A_New_Path_for_Oregon_Proposal_by_Oregon_Educators_complete.pdf
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Section 4: Accountability, Support, and Improvement for Schools 
Instructions: Each SEA must describe its accountability, support, and improvement system consistent with 34 

C.F.R. §§ 200.12-200.24 and section 1111(c) and (d) of the ESEA.  Each SEA may include documentation 

(e.g., technical reports or supporting evidence) that demonstrates compliance with applicable statutory and 

regulatory requirements.  

4.1  Accountability System.    

A. Indicators.  Describe the measure(s) included in each of the Academic Achievement, Academic 

Progress, Graduation Rate, Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency, and School Quality 

or Student Success indicators and how those measures meet the requirements described in 34 C.F.R. 

§ 200.14(a)-(b) and section 1111(c)(4)(B) of the ESEA.   

¶ The description for each indicator should include how it is valid, reliable, and comparable 

across all LEAs in the State, as described in 34 C.F.R. § 200.14(c).   

¶ To meet the requirements described in 34 C.F.R.§ 200.14(d), for the measures included 

within the indicators of Academic Progress and School Quality or Student Success measures, 

the description must also address how each measure within the indicators is supported by 

research that high performance or improvement on such measure is likely to increase student 

learning (e.g., grade point average, credit accumulation, performance in advanced 

coursework). 

¶ For measures within indicators of School Quality or Student Success that are unique to high 

school, the description must address how research shows that high performance or 

improvement on the indicator is likely to increase graduation rates, postsecondary 

enrollment, persistence, completion, or career readiness.   

¶ To meet the requirement in 34 C.F.R. § 200.14(e), the descriptions for the Academic Progress 

and School Quality or Student Success indicators must include a demonstration of how each 

measure aids in the meaningful differentiation of schools under 34 C.F.R. § 200.18  by 

demonstrating varied results across schools in the State.  

 

The table below lists the indicators that Oregon will use in its accountability system.   

 

Table 4.1  Accountability Indicators 

Indicator  Measure(s) Description 

i. Academic 

Achievement  

Proficiency on the 

statewide assessments in 

English language arts and 

mathematics. 

Percentage of students at Level 3 or 

Level 4.  

ii. Academic Progress Academic growth 

(elementary and middle 

schools only) 

Student growth percentiles for 4
th
 to 8

th
 

graders on the statewide assessments in 

ELA and mathematics. 

iii.  Graduation Rate Four-year cohort 

graduation rate 

 

iv. Progress in Achieving 

English Language 

Proficiency  

Growth on the ELPA21 

assessment 

 

Students on track to 

becoming proficient 

Student growth percentiles, or an 

equivalent model, applied to the 

domain level scores. 

An index score that reflects whether 

students are making adequate progress 

toward proficiency in English. 
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Indicator  Measure(s) Description 

 

v. School Quality or 

Student Success 

Chronic absenteeism Percentage of students absent 10% or 

more of enrolled days. 

 Freshman on-track (high 

schools) 

Percentage of first-time 9
th
 graders 

who earn at least ¼ of their required 

graduation credits at the end of their 

first year in high school. 

 Five-year high school 

completion rate (high 

schools) 

Percentage of students earning a 

diploma, modified diploma, extended 

diploma, GED, or adult high school 

diploma. 

 

The schools quality and student success indicators grew out of Oregonôs extensive stakeholder outreach, 

beginning with community forums across the state in the spring of 2016.  Common themes arose around what 

constitutes a high quality school and a high quality, well-rounded education for students.  ODE took those 

themes to its ESSA Workgroups to inform workgroup recommendations around school and district 

accountability. 

 

The Accountability Workgroup looked at several areas of interest, including school climate, well-rounded 

education, and college and career readiness.  Their task was to recommend additional school accountability 

indicators that could be incorporated into the school and district accountability system by the summer of 

2018, as well as additional indicators that should be reviewed for inclusion at a future date.  After much 

discussion the workgroup recommended that ODE include chronic absenteeism, freshman on-track and 

extended year graduation rates.  They also recommended that we look further into school climate issues, 

breadth and depth of curriculum, advanced coursework opportunities, student readiness prior to high school, 

and other indicators.  ODE will be reviewing these data points further to determine whether the state should 

adopt them as accountability indicators in the future.   

 

All of the indicators listed in the table above can be derived from data that ODE is already reliably collecting, 

and so the listed indicators can be included in a robust, valid, reliable, and defensible accountability system in 

2018.  Each indicator is described in detail below.   

 

Academic Achievement 
Oregon administers Smarter Balanced as its statewide assessment in English language arts and mathematics, 

as well as alternate assessments in these two subjects.  Each of these assessments assigns achievement levels 

on a scale of 1 to 4, where Level 3 and Level 4 indicate the student has met state level standards.  The 

achievement indicator will be based on the percentage of students achieving level 3 or 4 on these assessments.  

This indicator will be calculated separately for English language arts and for mathematics, and for each 

student group included in the accountability system (see below for description of those student groups). 

 

Oregon uses enrollment on the first school day in May as the ñsnapshotò data for statewide assessments.  

When reporting statewide assessment results we report students at their resident school and district on the first 

school day in May.  For school accountability we include only those student that have been resident in the 

school or district for at least half of the school years, which we call ñFull Academic Yearò or FAY.  This is 

defined as being resident for more than half of the schoolôs session days from the first school day of the year 

through the first school day in May.  This has been Oregonôs FAY calculation for many years, and it aligns 

with the new ESSA requirement for inclusion of students in assessment results for accountability purposes. 

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/ESSAWG/Pages/ESSAWG.aspx
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ESSA requires that the denominator for the achievement calculations includes at least 95% of students 

enrolled at the school, or the number of students participating, whichever is higher.  To meet this requirement 

Oregon will use the following calculation to determine the percentage of students at Level 3 or 4: 

 

ὃὧὬὭὩὺὩάὩὲὸ Ὥὲ Ὁὒὃ έὶ ὓὥὸὬ  

ὃάέὲὫ ίὸόὨὩὲὸί Ὥὲ ὸὬὩ ὨὩὲέάὭὲὥὸέὶȟὸὬὩ ὲόάὦὩὶ ὸὬὥὸ 
ὥὧὬὭὩὺὩὨ ὒὩὺὩὰ σ έὶ τ έὲ ὸὬὩ ίὸὥὸὩύὭὨὩ ὥίίὩίίάὩὲὸ 

ὝὬὩ ὲόάὦὩὶ έὪ ίὸόὨὩὲὸί ὶὩίὭὨὩὲὸ Ὥὲ ὸὬὩ ίὧὬέέὰ έὶ ὨὭίὸὶὭὧὸ 
έὲ ὸὬὩ ὪὭὶίὸ ὛὧὬέέὰ Ὀὥώ Ὥὲ ὓὥώ ὸὬὥὸ ὥὶὩ Ὂὃὣ

 

 

Note that in this calculation non-participants are counted as not meeting standard.  In this way we are meeting 

the ESSA requirement for the achievement calculation and also including non-participation in the 

accountability system.  Including non-participants in the indicator in this way provides a proportionate 

response ï those schools or districts with larger number of non-participants will see a proportionately large 

decrease in performance for this indicator.   

 

Academic Progress 
The academic progress will be calculated using Student Growth Percentiles for both English language arts and 

mathematics.  Oregon will apply this growth model using assessment results in grades 3 to 8.  Since the 

growth model requires at least one prior test score, growth percentiles will only be produced for students in 

grades 4 through 8.  The Growth indicator will use the median growth percentile at the school or district, 

calculated separately for English language arts and mathematics.   

 

Oregon will not use this growth model in high school for two important reasons.  First, measuring high school 

growth would require us to measure growth from grade 8 to grade 11.  This three year span is too long a time 

period to measure growth and attribute that growth to a single school, especially when one considers the 

impact of student mobility in the intervening years.  Mobility and the long time span limit the validity of the 

measure when applied to students in 11
th
 grade.  In addition, Oregon is expanding the accountability 

indicators at high school to include Freshmen on-track (described below) and chronic absenteeism.  We 

believe that academic progress in high school as measured by credit attainment and progress toward a 

diploma is a more direct measure of student progress at high school than statewide assessments in 11
th
 grade 

(which are already included as an achievement measure). 

 

Secondly, ESSA allows for flexibility for districts to use an alternate high school assessment.  The process 

and choice for these alternate assessments in Oregon has not been finalized.  ODE will developing this during 

the 2017-18 school year.  However, if assessments other than Smarter Balanced are available at high school, 

no valid statewide growth measure for grades 8 to 11 will be possible in Oregon. 

 

Graduation Rate 
Oregon will use the four-year cohort graduation rate as the graduation indicator.  This rate was first produced 

for the Class of 2009, and has long been used for school and district accountability in Oregon. Oregonôs 

cohort graduation rate passed federal peer review in 2010, and closely adhered to the 2009 non-regulatory 

guidance.  More details on the calculation of this graduation rate and detailed historical data can be found at 

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/students/Pages/Cohort-Graduation-Rate.aspx.   

 

ESSA allows new flexibility in the assignment of high school students to schools in certain cases where a 

student attends multiple high schools within a district for a short amount of time.  Oregon always assigns 

students to the most recent resident school attended in a district, and will not alter this rule in the future. 

 

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/students/Pages/Cohort-Graduation-Rate.aspx
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English Language Progress Indicator 

The English Learner Accountability Workgroup recommends that Oregon use two indicators for the English 

language progress indicator. The rationale behind this recommendation is to support a comprehensive view of 

English language progress through the use of two distinct but complementary measures. These indicators are 

(a) percent of English learners on track to English language proficiency (ELP) and (b) ELP growth. The on 

track to ELP indicator is criterion-referenced because it measures English learner progress as compared to a 

fixed set of expectations for ELP attainment. The ELP growth indicator is norm-referenced since it measures 

English learner progress as compared to peers with similar characteristics (e.g., prior achievement, enrolled 

grade, time identified as an English learner, etc.).  

 

The data source for these indicators is the English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21
st
 Century 

(ELPA21). The ELPA21 has four domains (i.e., reading, writing, listening, and speaking), and Oregon intends 

to report each indicator by domain as well as the combination of all four domains for current English learners, 

students with interrupted formal education (SIFE), dual-identified, recently arrived, long-term, and English 

learners in bilingual programs. It is important to note that the 2015-16 school year was the first 

operational administration of the ELPA21 in Oregon. Given one year of ELPA21, Oregon does not 

have sufficient information to calculate and evaluate the English Language progress indicators or 

establish baseline values, long-term goals, or measures of interim progress. Therefore, Oregon will 

calculate on track to ELP and ELP growth, evaluate their measurement properties (e.g., validity, 

reliability, stability, etc.), and establish baseline values, measures of interim progress, and long-term 

goals after the second operational administration of ELPA21 in 2016-17. 
 

On Track to ELP  

The first indicator uses the initial ELP level, current ELP level, and years identified as an English learner to 

determine whether an English learner is on track to ELP. Oregon intends to use a seven year English language 

attainment trajectory for all current English learners (see Hakuta, Goto Butler, & Witt, 2000; Robinson-

Cimpian, Thompson, & Umansky, 2016; Umansky & Reardon, 2014), and an eight year English language 

attainment trajectory for SIFE and dual-identified English learners. The reason for the eight year trajectory is 

because SIFE and dual-identified English learners typically require additional time to attain ELP (see Burke, 

Morita-Mullaney, & Singh, 2016; Conger, 2009; Kieffer & Parker, 2016; Thompson, 2015; Umansky & 

Reardon, 2014). The two tables below illustrate the seven year and eight year trajectory expectations. 

Furthermore, the tables also represent the uniform procedure Oregon will apply consistently to English 

learners. 

 

 

Table 4.2. Seven Year trajectory expectations for English learners (except SIFE and dual-identified). 

 

 

 

 

Initial  

ELP Level 

(Year 1) 

Years Identified as an English Learner 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Level 1 Level 2 Level 2 Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Proficient 

Level 2 Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Proficient 
  

Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Proficient 
   

Proficient 
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Table 4.3. Eight year trajectory expectations for SIFE and dual-identified English learners. 

 

 

 

English learners are on track to ELP if they meet or exceed the trajectory expectations across all four ELPA21 

domains given their initial ELP level and years identified as an English learner. For instance, suppose an 

English learner had an initial ELP level of 1 on all four domains, is not SIFE or dual-identified, and has been 

identified as an English learner for four years. According to the trajectory in Figure 1, this student would need 

a level 3 or higher on all four ELPA21 domains to be on track to ELP. Oregon intends to calculate the percent 

of students on track to ELP for each student group, domain, and a combination across all domains. The figure 

below shows a sample display of the percent of English learners on track to ELP. Note that the data in table 

4.4 are for illustrative purposes only. 
 

Table 4.4. Sample display of percent on track by student group, domain, and combined. 

 

Student Groups 

On Track to ELP by Domain On Track  

to ELP 

(All Domains) 

Reading Writing  Listening Speaking 

All English Learners 70% 63% 74% 76% 72% 

SIFE 41% 39% 45% 48% 44% 

Dual-Identified  34% 33% 38% 39% 35% 

Recently Arrived 67% 64% 69% 71% 68% 

Long-Term 37% 36% 41% 43% 39% 

Bilingual Program 72% 67% 76% 77% 73% 

 

 

ELP Growth  

The second indicator is ELP growth as measured by median growth percentiles. The model Oregon plans to 

use is a modified conditional status model (see Castellano & Ho, 2013) due to the small number of English 

learners in high school grades (see Goldschmidt & Hakuta, 2017). The specification of this model includes 

the current year ELPA21 domain scale score as the outcome and the prior year ELPA21 domain scale score as 

the covariate while adjusting for time identified as an English learner, current enrolled grade, SIFE, and dual-

identification (see Hakuta & Pompa, 2017). Oregon will transform the residual (i.e., the difference between 

the observed and predicted current year ELPA21 domain scale score) to a percentile. This percentile is known 

as the percentile rank of residual, and it is equivalent to a student growth percentile (see Castellano & Ho, 

2013).  

 

Initial  

ELP Level 

(Year 1) 

Years Identified as an English Learner 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Level 1 Level 2 Level 2 Level 2 Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Proficient 

Level 2 Level 2 Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Proficient 
  

Level 3 Level 3 Level 3 Proficient 
    

Proficient 
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The interpretation of the student growth percentile is the ranking of the student on the current year ELPA21 

domain scale score as compared to academic peers with the same prior year ELPA21 domain scale score and 

who are in the same grade, have the same time identified as an English learner, and are SIFE and/or dual-

identified (if the student is SIFE and/or dual-identified). Oregon will calculate the median growth percentile 

for each student group and report it by domain and the combination of all four domains. The figure below 

shows a sample display of the median growth percentiles. Note that the data in table 4.5 are for illustrative 

purposes only.  
 

Table 4.5 Sample display of median growth percentiles by student group, domain, and combined. 

 

Student Groups 

Median Growth Percentile by Domain Median 

Growth 

Percentile 

(All Domains) 

Reading Writing  Listening Speaking 

All English Learners 51 49 54 59 54 

SIFE 31 29 32 33 32 

Dual-Identified  29 27 30 32 30 

Recently Arrived 49 46 51 54 50 

Long-Term 32 30 33 36 32 

Bilingual Program 56 54 57 61 57 

 

School Quality or Student Success 

 

Oregon will add three indicators of school quality or student success to its accountability system:  chronic 

absenteeism, freshmen on track, and five-year completer rates.  Each of these indicators has been reported for 

multiple years in Oregon, and they are all valid, reliable, statewide, and differentiate school performance.  

Each of the indicators is discussed in more detail below. 

 

Chronic Absenteeism 

Oregon defines chronic absenteeism as being absent from school for 10% or more of school days. While 

attendance rates have been part of school accountability since the beginning of NCLB, the notion of Chronic 

Absenteeism first emerged as a state priority in 2011-12 when Oregonôs Education Investment Board required 

that district set goals on reducing the rates of absenteeism in Oregonôs schools. ODE first reported on chronic 

absenteeism rates that year, and in 2012-13 the measure was incorporated into school and district report cards.  

Detailed chronic absenteeism reports can be found at http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-

data/students/Pages/Attendance-and-Absenteeism.aspx. 

Interest in this measure has grown, and in 2015 the Oregon Legislature enacted House Bill 4002 which 

directed ODE and the Chief Education Office (CEdO) to jointly develop a statewide education plan to address 

chronic absenteeism of students in the public schools of this state.  This plan can be found at 

http://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/2016---december---chronic-absenteeism-report-(hb-

4002).pdf. 

 

Chronic absenteeism is linked to a host of poor outcomes for students including low reading performance 

(Attendance Works, 2014), future discipline issues, low graduation rates (Belfanz & Byrnes, 2012), and drop-

out (Belfanz at al., 2014; Mac Iver & Mac Iver, 2010). In fact, chronic absenteeism rates are often our best 

predictors of on-time graduation rates and drop-out in Oregon and nationally; second only to grade point 

average. (Belfanz ; Burke, 2015).  ODE has published Oregon data related to chronic absenteeism and 

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/students/Pages/Attendance-and-Absenteeism.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/students/Pages/Attendance-and-Absenteeism.aspx
http://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/2016---december---chronic-absenteeism-report-(hb-4002).pdf
http://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/2016---december---chronic-absenteeism-report-(hb-4002).pdf
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dropout rates in its ñDropout Indicatorsò data brief available at http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-

data/Pages/Accountability-Data-Briefs.aspx and in the ñSchool Attendance, Absenteeism, and Student 

Successò research brief available at http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-

data/researchbriefs/Pages/InternalResearchBriefs.aspx.  All of these reports highlight the important of this 

measure and its relation to academic outcomes for students. 

 

Oregon is well-positioned to report on chronic absenteeism and, as mentioned above, has reported this data 

for a number of years.  ODE collects days present and days absent for all public school students enrolled in 

standard programs in Oregon through our student level cumulative Average Daily Membership (ADM) data 

collection. Excused and unexcused absences are both included in ñdays absentò in this collection.  Detailed 

rules for the calculation of days present and days absent is included in ADM manuals and trainings, which are 

available at https://district.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=156.   

 

Oregonôs statewide definition for days present and days absent results in attendance measures that are valid, 

comparable, statewide, and can be calculated on an individual student basis.  As mentioned above Oregon 

defines a student as chronically absent if they are absent (excused or unexcused) for 10% or more of their 

enrolled days in a school. We calculate this at both the school and district level.   

 

When reporting data for school or district accountability we need to ensure that the individual student 

determinations of chronic absenteeism are as valid and reliable as possible.  Students with short enrollment in 

a school district could have one or two daysô absence put a student over the 10% absenteeism rate.  Unless we 

look at enrollment over a longer period we canôt be sure if this is a short-term or one-time event, or a signal of 

a continual attendance issue that needs to be addressed. In addition, students who transfer out of a district may 

be reported as absent until there is confirmation that the student has transferred or left the district, that is, the 

student is officially unenrolled.  These mobile students may have absences at the end of their enrollment 

period that would artificially label them as chronically absent, and for reasons outside of the control of the 

district.  

 

For the above reasons, when calculating Chronic Absenteeism at the school or district level Oregon uses 

students enrolled on the first school day in May that have been enrolled for at least 75 days, which is about 

half of the school year from the first school day through the first school day in May. At the district level we 

look at all days the student is enrolled in the district, regardless of school.  When calculating school level data 

we use only those days the student is enrolled in the school.  

 

We aggregate the data at the school or district level as the percentage of students that are chronically absent. 

All students in kindergarten through 12
th
 grade are included in the calculation. State level data for the 2015-16 

school year shows that 18.7% of Oregonôs students are chronically absent. The state is in the process of 

setting a long term goal for the reducing the rate of chronic absenteeism. 

 

This measure differentiates schools, and in fact differentiates schools with much greater success than the 

aggregate attendance rate measure that was used under NCLB in Oregon.  The graph below is a histogram 

comparing rates of chronic absenteeism and attendance rates by school.   
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http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/Pages/Accountability-Data-Briefs.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/Pages/Accountability-Data-Briefs.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/researchbriefs/Pages/InternalResearchBriefs.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/researchbriefs/Pages/InternalResearchBriefs.aspx
https://district.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=156
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These data show that chronic absenteeism rates clearly differentiate schools, and are a significant 

improvement over the use of average attendance rates for that same purpose.  It is clear the chronic 

absenteeism aligns with state priorities, and is a valid and reliable statewide indicator that can be used in a 

system of annual school differentiation. 

 

Freshman On-Track 

Oregon defines a freshman (i.e., first-time 9
th
 grader) as ñon-trackò if he or she has completed at least six 

credits by the end of 9
th
 grade, or one-quarter of the districts required credits for graduation, whichever is 

higher.  This measure was first reported for Oregon districts in 2011-12 and first reliably reported at the 

school level for the 2013-14 school and district report cards.   

 

Research on the important of credit attainment early in high school is widespread.  Chicago Public schools 

has been working on the issue of 9
th
 grade on track for more than a decade.  Their measure jointly involved 

attendance and credit attainment, and there are numerous studies showing the results in Chicago, with 

examples available at http://www.attendanceworks.org/chicago-research-validates-on-track-approach-for-9th-

graders/.  Oregon first looked at Freshman On-Track statewide through Achievement Compacts, first 

developed in 2011-12.  These Compacts required districts to set targets for 9
th
 graders On-Track. At that time 

the measure followed Chicagoôs lead and combined attendance and credit attainment.  Oregon quickly 

separated these into two discrete indicators, and now we collect and report data on chronic absenteeism 

separately (see above) and reserve the term Freshman On-Track for the credit attainment measure.   

 

Starting in 2013-14 Oregon collected Freshman On-Track data at the student level for all first-time 9
th
 graders 

in the state. This student level data collection allows us to disaggregate data by student group and also to 

conduct research studies that connect Freshman On-Track data with attendance data, dropout rates, graduation 

rates, and other indicators.  

 

Oregon data show that the Freshman On-Track measure strongly correlate with other high school outcomes.  

For example, research has shown that Oregon students that are not On-Track at the end of 9
th
 grade are 

sixteen times as likely to drop out as sophomores compared to those students who were not credit deficient 

(see http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/Documents/databrief_ontrack_dropout.pdf). On Track 

status also correlates with other academic outcomes, such as graduation rates and statewide assessment 

results. 

 

Because Oregon collects student-level data on Freshman On-Track and has clearly defined rules for the 

submission of this data (see 

https://district.ode.state.or.us/apps/info/docs/FreshmanOnTrackManual_20152016.pdf) the data reported a 

valid, reliable, statewide, and can be disaggregated by required accountability student groups.   

 

For school and district accountability we base the Freshman On-Track rate on the number of first-time 9
th
 

graders enrolled on the first school day in May, consistent with our reporting rules for many other indicators. 

In particular, the percentage of Freshman On-Track is defined as 

 

ὊὶὩίὬάὥὲ ὕὲ ὝὶὥὧὯ ὙὥὸὩ 

ὃάέὲὫ ὸὬὩ ίὸόὨὩὲὸί Ὥὲ ὸὬὩ ὨὩὲέάὭὲὥὸέὶ
ὸὬὩ ὲόάὦὩὶ ὸὬὥὸ ὬὥὺὩ ὩὥὶὲὩὨ ὥὸ ὰὩὥίὸ έὲὩήόὥὶὸὩὶ 
έὪ ὸὬὩὭὶ ὶὩήόὭὶὩὨ ὫὶὥὨόὥὸὭέὲ ὧὶὩὨὭὸί ὦώ ὸὬὩ 

έὪ ὸὬὩὭὶ ὪὭὶίὸ ώὩὥὶ Ὥὲ ὬὭὫὬ ίὧὬέέὰ
ὝὬὩ ὲόάὩὶ έὪ ὪὭὶίὸὸὭάὩ ωὸὬ ὫὶὥὨὩὶί 
ὩὲὶέὰὰὩὨ έὲ ὸὬὩ ὪὭὶίὸ ίὧὬέέὰ Ὠὥώ Ὥὲ ὓὥώ

 

http://www.attendanceworks.org/chicago-research-validates-on-track-approach-for-9th-graders/
http://www.attendanceworks.org/chicago-research-validates-on-track-approach-for-9th-graders/
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/Documents/databrief_ontrack_dropout.pdf
https://district.ode.state.or.us/apps/info/docs/FreshmanOnTrackManual_20152016.pdf
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This measure also differentiates schools.  The figure below shows a histogram of high school in Oregon 

against their percentage of students that are Freshman On-Track.   

 

   
 

There are a few schools (typically alternative schools) with lower rates of Freshman On-Track, but we 

excluded them from the graph above to better highlight this measureôs ability to differentiate all high schools. 

 

Five-year High School Completion Rates 

Oregonôs 40-40-20 goal sets the aspirational goal that all students in Oregon earn a high school diploma or 

equivalent.  Oregon measures progress toward this goal using the five-year high school completion rate, 

which is the percentage of students earning a regular or modified diploma or an extended diploma, GED or 

adult high school diploma.  The latter three outcomes are not included in the four-year cohort rate, but do 

represent important outcomes for students.  In additions, the completer rate also more appropriately includes 

successful outcomes for students enrolled in alternative programs or alternative schools, who often serve 

students that arrive off-track for graduation within four years. 

 

This measure should not be viewed in isolation.  The combination of on-time graduation (as measured by the 

four-year cohort graduation rate) and the five-year completion rate provides a more complete picture of 

student outcomes for parents and the community.  By using both of these measures in the accountability 

system we highlight the importance of each and also create a more equitable measure for alternative schools 

in the state. 

 

Oregon has been calculating the five-year high school completer rate since 2009-10.  These rates are valid, 

comparable, statewide, and can be disaggregated by each accountability student group. These rates are 

calculated in the same way that cohort graduation rates are calculated ï they follow each class of incoming 9
th
 

grade students, adjusting for transfers in and out, to determine the percentage that earn a high school diploma 

or its equivalent within five-years of entering high school.  More information on this rate can be found at    

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/students/Pages/Cohort-Graduation-Rate.aspx.   

 

These rates also differentiate schools, as the histogram below demonstrates:   

 

http://www.oregon.gov/ode/reports-and-data/students/Pages/Cohort-Graduation-Rate.aspx
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There are a few of schools with lower rates of Freshman On-Track, but we excluded them from the graph 

above to better highlight this measureôs ability to differentiate all schools. 

 

B. Subgroups.  
i. List the subgroups of students from each major and racial ethnic group in the State, 

consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(a)(2), and, as applicable, describe any additional 

subgroups of students used in the accountability system. 
 

The accountability system will use the following student groups:  All students, economically disadvantaged, 

English learner, students with disabilities, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black/African American, 

Hispanic/Latino, Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, white, multi-racial.   

 

In addition, Oregon will continue to report on a ñcombined underserved race/ethnicityò student group, which 

consists of American Indian/Alaska Native, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, and Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander students.  The purpose of this student group is to be able to include the performance of these students 

in the accountability system in cases where no individual student group meets the minimum n-size threshold.  

These four student groups were chosen because these are the four racial/ethnic groups that have achievement 

gaps across multiple indicators in Oregon. 
 

ii. If applicable, describe the statewide uniform procedure for including former children with 

disabilities in the children with disabilities subgroup for purposes of calculating any 

indicator that uses data based on State assessment results under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) 

of the ESEA and as described in 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(b), including the number of years the 

State includes the results of former children with disabilities. 

 

The state will include in the students with disabilities student group, for purposes of reporting the 

Achievement and Growth Indicators, those students who are currently identified as students with disabilities 

and those students who were exited from special education services in the previous two years.   
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Over 4,000 Oregon students in grades 1 to 10 exit special education services and return to regular education 

each year.  Students in grade 3-8 and 11 who have exited special education services within the previous two 

years have proficiency rates on statewide assessments that are 20 to 25 percent higher than the proficiency 

rates for students in special education, and the proficiency rates for recently exited students is often only a few 

percentage points below that of the population as a whole. By including the recently exited students in school 

accountability we can more properly account for the successes student have after they leave special education 

services. 

 

iii.  If applicable, describe the statewide uniform procedure for including former English learners 

in the English learner subgroup for purposes of calculating any indicator that uses data 

based on State assessment results under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) of the ESEA and as 

described in 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(c)(1), including the number of years the State includes the 

results of former English learners. 

 

Achievement and growth measures will include all students who are current English learners, as well as 

students who have exited within the last four years.  That is, former English learners will continue to be 

reported in the English learner student group for four years after exiting. 

 

iv. If applicable, choose
 
one of the following options for recently arrived English learners in the 

State:  

Ἠ Exception under 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(c)(3)(i) or 

ἦ Exception under 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(c)(3)(ii) or 

ἦ Exception under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA and 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(c)(4)(i)(B).  If 

selected, provide a description of the uniform procedure in the box below.  

 

C. Minimum Number of Students.  

i. Provide the minimum number of students for purposes of accountability that the State 

determines are necessary to be included in each of the subgroups of students consistent with 

34 C.F.R. § 200.17(a). 
 

Oregon will use 30 as the minimum number of students for purposes of the state accountability system. 

 

ii.  If the Stateôs minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is lower than the 

minimum number of students for purposes of accountability, provide that number consistent 

with 34 C.F.R. § 200.17(a)(2)(iv).   
 

Oregon will report accountability data for student groups of 10 or more students.  All data for groups smaller 

than 10 will be suppressed. 

 

iii.  Describe how the State's minimum number of students meets the requirements in 34 C.F.R. § 

200.17(a)(1)-(2); 

 

The minimum n of 30 is the maximum allowed without special justification.  Regarding validity and 

reliability of the data, the choice of 30 represents a compromise between public reporting and accountability 

requirements and ensuring statistical reliability.   The table below shows the approximate standard error of 

measure for our indicators when an n-size of 30 is chosen. 
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Table 4.6 Standard of Error n-size 30 

 

 Approximate Error of Measure 

Indicators N=10 N=20 N=30 N=60 N=100 

Achievement 16% 11% 9% 6% 5% 

Growth 13% 9% 7% 5% 4% 

Graduation 14% 10% 8% 6% 4% 

Chronic Absenteeism 12% 9% 7% 5% 4% 

9
th
 Grade on Track 12% 8% 7% 5% 4% 

Five-year completer rate 12% 9% 7% 5% 4% 

 

The numbers in the table above vary slightly because of fluctuations in the statewide averages for each 

indicator, but they do show that a common minimum n-size is very reasonable.  The table also clearly shows 

that minimum n-sizes below 30 significantly increase the probability that a school is misclassified on an 

individual indicator.  Much more precision is attained for large minimum n-sizes (e.g., 100) but as described 

below, would exclude too many students from the accountability system. 
 

iv. Describe how other components of the statewide accountability system, such as the Stateôs 
uniform procedure for averaging data under 34 C.F.R. § 200.20(a), interact with the 

minimum number of students to affect the statistical reliability and soundness of 

accountability data and to ensure the maximum inclusion of all students and each subgroup 

of students under 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(a)(2);  

 

Oregon will report the most recent year of data, but also report the average of the last 3 years of accountability 

data.  Schools that do not meet the minimum of 30 using one year of data will have accountability 

determinations made on three years of data.  This effectively reduces the minimum n to 10 students per year 

for each indicator.   
 

v. Describe the strategies the State uses to protect the privacy of individual students for each 

purpose for which disaggregated data is required, including reporting under section 1111(h) 

of the ESEA and the statewide accountability system under section 1111(c) of the ESEA; 

 

Oregon will not report accountability data for groups of fewer than 10 students.  In addition, we shall apply 

suppression for larger student groups when reporting rates that are more than 95% or fewer than 5%. 
 

vi. Provide information regarding the number and percentage of all students and students in 

each subgroup described in 4.B.i above for whose results schools would not be held 

accountable under the Stateôs system for annual meaningful differentiation of schools 

required by 34 C.F.R. § 200.18;  

 

The table shows the percentage of students who would be included in school accountability for the 

Achievement and Academic progress indicators.  The ñ% Includedò column represents the percentage of 

students in each group that would be in a school that meets the minimum n-size of 30 for that group.  You can 

see that certain groups, such as American Indian/Alaska Native, and Hawaiian/Pacific Islander would have 

low representation.  This is because these two student groups each comprise less than 2% of Oregonôs student 

population. 
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However, when we look at the percentage of students each student group that is included in a school where an 

ñunderserved race/ethnicityò group meets the minimum n-size, we see that nearly all students in each student 

group are included in accountability determinations.  This additional accountability group, together with an n-

size of 30 ensures that we maximize inclusion of students while maintaining valid and reliable measures. 
 

Table 4.7 Students Included in Accountability 
 

 

Achievement Indicator Academic Progress Indicator 

Student Group % Included 

% Included 

in Underserved 

Race/Ethnicity group % Included 

% Included 

in Underserved 

Race/Ethnicity group 

All Students 100.0                            -                           99.9                             -    

Econ. Disadvantaged 99.8                             -                           99.7                             -    

English Learner 95.9                             -                           93.3                             -    

Students with Disabilities 97.7                             -                           94.2                             -    

Underserved Race/Ethnicity 98.8                             -                           97.4                             -    

American Indian/Alaska Native 36.9                         96.0                         33.6                         91.7  

Black/African American 69.6                         99.0                         64.3                         97.6  

Hispanic/Latino 98.0                         98.8                         96.2                         97.5  

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 29.9                         98.7                         20.3                         97.0  

Asian 82.6                             -                           78.4                             -    

White 99.9                             -                           99.8                             -    

Multi -racial 84.6                             -                           74.6                             -    

 

 

vii. If an SEA proposes a minimum number of students that exceeds 30, provide a justification 

that explains how a minimum number of students provided in 4.C above promotes sound, 

reliable accountability determinations, including data on the number and percentage of 

schools in the State that would not be held accountable in the system of annual meaningful 

differentiation under 34 C.F.R. § 200.18  for the results of students in each subgroup in 4.B.i 

above using the minimum number proposed by the State compared to the data on the number 

and percentage of schools in the State that would not be held accountable for the results of 

students in each subgroup if the minimum number of students is 30. 

 
Oregonôs minimum n will be 30, no justification is required. 

 

D. Annual Meaningful Differentiation.  Describe the Stateôs system for annual meaningful 

differentiation of all public schools in the State, including public charter schools, consistent with the 

requirements of section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA and 34 C.F.R. §§ 200.12 and 200.18.  

 

Oregonôs system of annual meaningful differentiation will be based on a combination of indicators.  The 

indicators used for accountability determinations based on the 2017-18 school year are listed in the table 

below.  
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 Table 4.8  Accountability Indicators for 2017-18 

 

Category Indicator  
Grade Span 

Elementary Middle  High 

Opportunity to Learn  

Growth in ELA Yes Yes  

Growth in Math Yes Yes  

Chronic absenteeism Yes Yes Yes 

Academic 

Success 

Achievement in ELA Yes Yes Yes 

Achievement in Math Yes Yes Yes 

English learner proficiency 

English learner growth 
Yes Yes Yes 

College and Career  

Readiness 

Graduation rate 

 /four-year cohort 
  Yes 

Freshman on-track   Yes 

Five-year completion rate 
  Yes 

 

In addition to the accountability indicators above, Oregonôs continuous improvement system will include 

locally reported indicators that provide additional information about the conditions for learning in schools and 

districts. Reporting indicators are not used to differentiate and identify schools.  Because they are local 

measures and not collected statewide they do not currently meet the test of reliability and validity required for 

accountability. They are, nonetheless, valuable data points that provide relevant local context and valuable 

information not captured in the accountability data.  By leveraging both accountability data as well as locally 

reported student progress data, we take into consideration local context and multiple measures to strengthen 

the identification of schools and districts most in need of comprehensive and targeted supports.  Proposed 

reporting indicators are found in the table below.  

Table 4.9 Reporting Indicators for 2017-18 

 

Category Indicator  

Opportunity to Learn Rate and disproportionality in exclusionary discipline 

 

 

Well-Rounded  

Education 

 

Access to diverse  learning opportunities (e.g. afterschool & summer programs, 

STEM, CTE, personalized learning, arts music, social sciences, PE, health, school 

library programs, TAG, etc. ) 

Parent and family engagement 

 

 

These accountability indicators in Table 4.8, with the exception of Growth on ELPA21, will be calculated for 

each of the following student groups:  all students, economically disadvantaged, English learners, students 

with disabilities, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, Native 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, White, and multi-racial. 

 

The accountability indicators will be calculated as follows: 
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¶ Academic Achievement:  calculated as the percentage of students achieving Level 3 or Level 4 on the 

statewide assessment (ELA or math).  The denominator shall consist of all students enrolled on the 

first school day in May. 

¶ Academic Progress:  calculated as the median growth percentile for students on the statewide 

assessment (ELA or math) using the Student Growth Percentiles model. 

¶ Progress of English learners:  a combined measure that looks at growth percentiles and a measure of 

students on-track to proficiency. 

¶ Graduation Rate:  uses the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate. 

¶ Chronic Absenteeism:  the percentage of students absent for 10% or more of the days they are 

enrolled in the school.   The rate displayed on report cards will be the percentage of students that are 

regular attenders. 

¶ Freshman On-Track:  the percentage of students earning at least one quarter of the credits required for 

graduation by the end of their first year of high school. 

¶ Five-year completion rate: the percentage of students with a high school diploma or equivalent, such 

as a GED, extended diploma, or adult high school diploma, by the end of their fifth year after entering 

high school. 

 

As can be seen, schools will generally be evaluated on six or seven indicators, though small schools may be 

evaluated on fewer indicators.  These indicators will apply uniformly to all schools in the state, including 

charter schools, with the exception of the grade band differences shown in the table above. 

 

School level determinations will be based on the indicators for which a school or student group is Level 1 or 

Level 2 (see below for description of the levels).  Please note that this is a draft list.  Determination rules 

may vary slightly from year to year in order to ensure that at least 5% of schools are identified for 

comprehensive improvement. 

 

¶ Comprehensive Improvement (CI) Schools: 

o Level 1 in 4 or more indicators (including weights, as described below), or 

o Level 1 or Level 2 on all academic indicators, or   

o High schools with graduation rates at or below 67%. 

o Title 1 schools with chronically low performing student groups. 

Á Schools with a student group performing at the ñtargetedò level for three or more years 

and that has not shown improvement. 

 

¶ Targeted Improvement (TI) Schools: 

o Identify schools where at least one student group meets the criteria listed in the comprehensive 

improvement school definition, or 

o Does not meet the above criteria for the school as a whole or for an individual student group. 

 

¶ All Other Schools: 

o Those schools not meeting the criteria for targeted or comprehensive. 

 
Describe the following information with respect to the Stateôs system of annual meaningful 

differentiation: 

i. The distinct and discrete levels of school performance, and how they are calculated, under 34 

C.F.R. § 200.18(a)(2) on each indicator in the statewide accountability system; 
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Each indicator will have five levels of performance as shown in Table 4.9.   
 

Table 4.9 Indicator Level Criteria 

 

Level Criteria 

Level 5 Meets the long term goal. 

Level 4 Meeting the interim target,  

but not yet meeting the long term goal. 

Level 3 Below the interim target, but not in the lowest 30% of 

schools. 

Level 2 In the lowest 30% of schools, but not in the lowest 10% 

Level 1 In the lowest 10% of schools. 
  

When calculating these levels for student groups, we shall use the ñcut scoresò that are used for the all 

students group.  However, we will  add the rule that any student group that is exceeding the state average for 

that student group will receive a ñratingò of not lower than Level 3. 

 

ii. The weighting of each indicator, including how certain indicators receive substantial weight 

individually and much greater weight in the aggregate, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.18(b) 

and (c)(1)-(2).  

 

The accountability system will apply additional weights to academic growth for elementary and middle 

schools, and to graduation for high schools.  The table below indicates the weights that will be applied.  Note 

that ñcombined schoolsò are schools serving high school grades as well as students in grades 7 or lower. 
 

Table 4.10 Draft Accountability Indicator Weights 

 

Indicator  
Grade Span 

Elementary Middle High Combined 

Achievement in ELA 1 1 1 1 

Achievement in Math 1 1 1 1 

Growth in ELA 2 2  2 

Growth in Math 2 2  2 

Growth on ELPA21 2 2 2 2 

Four-year cohort rate   2 2 

Chronic Absenteeism 1 1 1 1 

Freshmen on Track   1 1 

Five-year completion rate   1 1 

Total 9 9 9 13 

 

These weights will be applied as follows:  If a school is rated as Level 1 on an indicator with double weight, 

this indicator will count as 2 toward the total number of indicators that triggers comprehensive or targeted 

improvement.  For instance, a school would be identified for comprehensive improvement if the all students 

group is Level 1 in both ELA growth and math growth. 

 

Note that under this methodology the school quality/student success indicators do not remove a school from 

identification.  
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iii.  The summative determinations, including how they are calculated, that are provided to 

schools under 34 C.F.R. § 200.18(a)(4). 

 

School level determinations will be based on the indicators for which a school is Level 1 or Level 2 (see 

below for description of the levels).  Please note that this is a draft list.   

 

¶ Comprehensive Improvement Schools: 

o Title 1 schools that are rated as Level 1 in 4 or more indicators (including weights, as described 

above), or 

o Title 1 schools at Level 1 or Level 2 in all rated indicators, or   

o All high schools with graduation rates at or below 67%. 

o Title 1 schools with chronically low performing student groups. 

¶ Schools with a student group performing at the ñtargetedò level for three or more years and 
that has not shown improvement. 

 

¶ Targeted Improvement Schools: 

o Identify schools where at least one student group meets the criteria listed in the comprehensive 

improvement school definition, or 

o Does not meet the above criteria for the school as a whole or for an individual student group 

 

Å All Other Schools: Schools that do not meet the requirements for comprehensive or targeted supports. 
 

iv. How the system for meaningful differentiation and the methodology for identifying schools 

under 34 C.F.R. § 200.19 will ensure that schools with low performance on substantially 

weighted indicators are more likely to be identified for comprehensive support and 

improvement or targeted support and improvement, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.18(c)(3) 

and (d)(1)(ii). 

 

As discussed above, the total weight applied to the academic indicators is much higher than that for the 

School Quality/Student Success indicators, and low performance on the academic indicators is sufficient to 

trigger identification for comprehensive or targeted support. 

 

E. Participation Rate.  Describe how the State is factoring the requirement for 95 percent student 

participation in assessments into its system of annual meaningful differentiation of schools consistent 

with the requirements of 34 C.F.R. § 200.15. 

 

Schools with one or more student groups missing participation targets will be identified for targeted 

improvement for participation and will be required to create and implement a plan for improving participation 

rates. 

 

F. Data Procedures.  Describe the Stateôs uniform procedure for averaging data, including combining 

data across school years, combining data across grades, or both, in a school as defined in 34 C.F.R. 

§ 200.20(a), if applicable. 

 

The accountability system will report both the most recent yearôs data for each indicator and the three year 

average for that indicator.  For each school and each student group we will use the higher of the three-year 

average or the one-year rate, provided they meet the minimum n-size requirement.  This will allow schools to 
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benefit from recent improvements as well as take advantage of the stability attained by using a longer year 

trend. 
 

 

G. Including All Public Schools in a Stateôs Accountability System.  If the States uses a different 

methodology for annual meaningful differentiation than the one described in D above for any of the 

following specific types of schools, describe how they are included, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 

200.18(d)(1)(iii): 

 

i. Schools in which no grade level is assessed under the State's academic assessment system 

(e.g., P-2 schools), although the State is not required to administer a standardized assessment 

to meet this requirement; 

 

Oregon uses a ñfeeder-receiverò system whereby each school serving only grades below 3 uses the 3rd grade 

achievement results of the school to which the largest number of those students move to in 3rd grade.   
 

ii.  Schools with variant grade configurations (e.g., P-12 schools); 

 
Schools serving high school grades, together with grade 7 or lower (e.g., 7-12 or K-12 schools) will use a 

combination of indicators, as indicated in the table in section E ii. 
 

iii.  Small schools in which the total number of students who can be included in any indicator 

under 34 C.F.R. § 200.14 is less than the minimum number of students established by the 

State under 34 C.F.R. Ä 200.17(a)(1), consistent with a Stateôs uniform procedures for 

averaging data under 34 C.F.R. § 200.20(a), if applicable; 

 
Schools that do not meet the minimum n-size on at least two indicators will be reviewed on an individual 

basis to determine if a comprehensive or targeted improvement designation is appropriate.  This review will 

look at additional years of accountability data for the school.  It will also include a review of locally collected 

data (e.g., locally administered assessments) to supplement the limited accountability data available.  
 

iv. Schools that are designed to serve special populations (e.g., students receiving alternative 

programming in alternative educational settings; students living in local institutions for 

neglected or delinquent children, including juvenile justice facilities; students enrolled in 

State public schools for the deaf or blind; and recently arrived English learners enrolled in 

public schools for newcomer students); and  

 

Alternative schools and youth corrections schools will be included in the accountability system, however the 

indicators used for their designation for comprehensive or targeted improvement will be based on their five-

year completion rate, rather than the four-year graduation rate.  Many of these students are not on track when 

entering these schools, and basing accountability determinations on the five-year high school completion rate 

will provide a better measure of the effectiveness of these schools. 

 

In addition, Oregonôs system of supports and interventions will look at the unique circumstances for each of 

these schools, local data on credit recovery and increased attendance/engagement in order to make final 

accountability determinations and recommended supports and interventions. 
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v. Newly opened schools that do not have multiple years of data, consistent with a Stateôs 

uniform procedure for averaging data under 34 C.F.R. § 200.20(a), if applicable, for at least 

one indicator (e.g., a newly opened high school that has not yet graduated its first cohort for 

students).  

 

Newly opened schools will not be included in the stateôs accountability system until they have completed 

their second year of operation.  By basing accountability determinations on two years of data we will have the 

data we need to ensure these schools are appropriately designated.  In additions, by including high schools 

after their second year of operation we will be able to include data on graduation outcomes. 
 

4.2  Identification of Schools.   

 

A. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools.  Describe: 

i. The methodologies, including the timeline, by which the State identifies schools for 

comprehensive support and improvement under section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i) of the ESEA and 34 

C.F.R. § 200.19(a) and (d), including: 1) lowest-performing schools; 2) schools with low 

high school graduation rates; and 3) schools with chronically low-performing subgroups.  

      

In August, 2017, ODE will review accountability data and modeling to review schools suggested for 

comprehensive and targeted supports. LEAs with multiple schools identified for Comprehensive Supports  

(as described under 4.1.D.iii) and or Targeted Supports will be engaged first. Given limitations with SEA 

capacity and fiscal resources, LEAs who demonstrate a commitment to improving schools through 

partnership, authentic stakeholder engagement and the use of evidence to drive improvement will be 

prioritized to receive improvement resources (1003a funds) for implementing improvement strategies for 

Comprehensive and Targeted support schools. These LEAs will participate in the Readiness and Screening 

Protocol to build local context, analyze local reporting measures and data and  develop priority improvement 

areas for further diagnostic review and plan development.  

a. LEAs who establish a commitment to engage in the improvement process will move forward with 

supports and resources and will be designated as ñComprehensive District Improvement Partnerò. 

b. LEAs who establish a commitment to engage in the improvement process and establish, through local 

data and context that comprehensive or targeted supports are not needed, will receive no immediate 

designation, but will receive access to technical assistance. 

c. LEAs who do not demonstrate such a commitment will see schools identified for supports maintain 

designation as Comprehensive Support or Targeted Support Schools and will independently 

implement improvement plans approved by ODE. 

 

LEAs under ñaò (above) will conduct root-cause analysis through broad stakeholder engagement and  

collaboration using evidence-based diagnostic tools for strategic plan development. These assessments will  

serve as base-line data to be used to validate implementation of strategic plans upon consideration for exit.  

See table 5.1 Performance Management and CSTS Identification Timelines 

 

ii. The uniform statewide exit criteria for schools identified for comprehensive support and 

improvement established by the State, including the number of years over which schools are 

expected to meet such criteria, under section 1111(d)(3)(A)(i) of the ESEA and consistent 

with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. § 200.21(f)(1).  



 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  44 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

LEAs and Schools will be deemed no longer in need of comprehensive supports when: a) the school is not 

identified for comprehensive supports in August 2021, and b) the school establishes improved outcome 

(accountability) data as compared to identification (August 2017) data, and c) the review of the evidence-

based diagnostic tools, as prescribed in the Readiness and Screening Protocol, establish improved systems and 

are confirmed by review team and stakeholders  

 

B. Targeted Support and Improvement Schools.  Describe: (See tables and diagram below B.) 

i. The Stateôs methodology for identifying any school with a ñconsistently underperformingò 

subgroup of students, including the definition and time period used by the State to determine 

consistent underperformance, under 34 C.F.R. § 200.19(b)(1) and (c).   
 

See table Performance Management and CSTS Identification Timelines on page 36. 

 

ii. The Stateôs methodology, including the timeline, for identifying schools with low-performing 

subgroups of students under 34 C.F.R. § 200.19(b)(2) and (d) that must receive additional 

targeted support in accordance with section 1111(d)(2)(C) of the ESEA.   

 

iii.  The uniform exit criteria, established by the SEA, for schools participating under Title I, Part 

A with low-performing subgroups of students, including the number of years over which 

schools are expected to meet such criteria, consistent with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. § 

200.22(f).  

 

Table 4.11 Designations for Comprehensive and Targeted Support and Improvement Schools 

 

Federal 

Designation 

State Determined Conditions State Designation Resources / Supports 

Comprehensive 

Support School 
¶ LEA w / several CS & TS 

schools;  

¶ LEA Leadership demonstrates 

commitment to engage in 

comprehensive improvement 

¶ Establish improvement 

partnership with SEA 

District Improvement 

Partnership 
¶ Planning grant 

¶ Technical assistance from SEA 

¶ Potential Systems Development 

and Implementation Coach 

¶ Implementation Resources 

¶ Ongoing Professional Learning 

and Networking 

Comprehensive 

Support School 
¶ LEA with single CS school 

¶ LEA Leadership demonstrates 

commitment to engage in 

comprehensive improvement 

¶ LEA develops improvement 

plan with support from and 

approval by SEA 

School is receiving 

comprehensive district 

supports, in 

conjunction with state 

assistance 

¶ Planning grant 

¶ Technical assistance from SEA 

¶ Potential Systems Development 

and Implementation Coach 

¶ Implementation Resources 

¶ Ongoing Professional Learning 

and Networking 

Comprehensive 

Support School 
¶ LEA with single CS school 

¶ LEA Leadership chooses to 

forgo state support 

¶ LEA develops improvement 

plan, approved by SEA 

LEA and school are 

implementing 

comprehensive 

improvement plans 

and have chosen to 

forgo state assistance. 

¶ Planning grant 

¶ Technical assistance from SEA 

¶ Access to ongoing Professional 

Learning and Networking 

 

Federal 

Designation 

State Conditions State Designation Resources / Supports 
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Comprehensive & Targeted Support Schools Identification & Vetting Protocol  

 
 

 

Phase 1 - Initial Identification  

The first phase of the District and School Improvement identification process is based on a multiple measures 

dashboard accountability plan that frames the revised Oregon School Report Card.  Measures are grouped into 

major accountability categories including:  Opportunity to learn , Academic Success and College and 

Career Readiness (for details regarding each category see the Identification table on the following page). 

The analysis and comparison of this summative data at the state level will serve as a screening mechanism by 

which districts and schools experiencing success or challenges are initially identified.   

 

ÅSimilar to multitiered 
system of support, state 
summative data is screened 
indicating schools and 
districts of concern.  
District and school 
readiness assessments and 
deeper diagnostics help 
solidify root causes and 
barriers to success. 

Identify 
(Phases 1-3) 

Å Interventions will be 
selected and 
implementation plans will 
be created and submitted 
for acceptance. 

ÅSupport mechanisims will 
be levered. 

ÅSEA and LEA Monitoring 
"How Are Schools 
Doing?" Routines will be 
institued to monitor 
progress.   

Implement  
(Phases 4-5) ÅProblem -solving and 

decision-making  routines 
are applied to ensure 
progress.  Adjustments  are 
managed in a timely 
fashion. Successful systems 
are maintained and brought 
to scale.  

Sustain 
(Phases 6-7) 

Targeted Support 

School 
¶ LEA with single TS school or 

multiple TS schools with 

similar challenges 

¶ LEA Leadership demonstrates 

commitment to engage in 

collaborative  comprehensive 

improvement process 

¶ LEA develops improvement 

plan with support from and 

approval by SEA 

School is receiving 

targeted district 

supports, in 

conjunction with state 

assistance 

¶ Planning grant 

¶ Technical assistance from SEA 

¶ Potential Systems Development 

and Implementation Coach 

¶ Implementation Resources 

¶ Ongoing Professional Learning 

and Networking 

 

Targeted Support 

School 
¶ LEA with single TS school or 

multiple TS schools with 

similar challenges 

¶ LEA Leadership chooses to 

forgo state support 

¶ LEA develops improvement 

plan, approved by SEA 

LEA and school are 

implementing targeted 

improvement plans 

and have chosen to 

forgo state assistance. 

¶ Planning grant 

¶ Technical assistance from SEA 

¶ Access to ongoing Professional 

Learning and Networking 
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Phase 2 ï Vetting 

At this phase, the SEA will engage with districts and schools most in need of supports [based on initial 

screening results] to examine systems health and local contextual challenges underpinning low performance.  

The Readiness Assessment procedure engages district leadership and focus groups in an onsite consultation 

combined with a secondary examination of state accountability and local data.  The consultation process 

consists of a series of questions designed to ascertain district and school systemic health related to 

Opportunities to Learn, Academic Success and College and Career Readiness as well as more fully local 

contextual barriers and district willingness and capacity to engage fully with the improvement process.  

Through this further vetting, the final list of Comprehensive and Targeted Support districts will be finalized.  

 

Phase 3 - Diagnostic Review 

At this phase, Comprehensive and Targeted Support sites are finalized.  Comprehensive support sites will by 

guided to develop a district implementation team ranging from executive leadership to classroom assistants 

and parent/stakeholder representation.  This team will be guided by ODE representation and charged with 

unpacking the data and results from phases 1 and 2 and, in some cases, led to conduct a deeper diagnostic and 

root cause analyses for systems of concern.  The deeper diagnostic and root-cause analysis process will 

consist of use of SEA approved evidence-based diagnostic tools and procedures.  The results of the deeper 

diagnostic process will elevate problems of practice and priority areas [systems] that need development.  The 

table below helps illustrate the 3-phase Identification and Selection process:  

 

Table 4.12 Identification Phases 

 

INITIAL IDENTIFICATION  

As determined by state 

accountability data 

LOCAL REVIEW  

Additional measures provide local 

context 

SELECTION  

 Finalize selection and establish 

local implementation team 

Opportunity to Learn 

¶ Chronic absenteeism 

¶ Growth in ELA/Math   

(ES/MS only) 

Well-Rounded Education 

¶ Additional local measures of 

student performance, district 

and/or school climate 

measures will be used 

alongside state-level data 

¶ Screening through a readiness 

assessment protocol designed 

to elevate overall systemic 

strengths and needs, including 

but not limited to: 

o Leadership 

o Instruction (standards, 

assessment & curriculum) 

o Professional Learning 

o Social & Emotional 

Supports 

o Engagement 

Final Selection of Comprehensive 

and Targeted Support schools 

finalized. 

Å Guided to develop a district 

implementation team to 

include: 

o Executive leadership 

o Teachers 

o Classified Staff 

o Community Members 

o Parents 

Systems will be further diagnosed 

by local educational professionals 

guided by SEA trained consultants 

(leadership coaches) in order to 

develop priorities, create goals and 

begin the process of developing a 

data-driven plan linked to specific 

areas of need.   

Academic Success 

¶ Achievement in ELA/Math 

¶ English learner proficiency 

Growth on ELPA21 

College & Career Readiness  

¶ Freshman on-track (HS only) 

¶ Graduation rate/four-year 

cohort 

¶ Five-year completion rate 

 

Phase 4 - Plan Development 

Following diagnostic review, the LEA will be guided to select priority systems for improvement.  

Implementation plans will be created following implementation science principals and must include: 
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¶ Priority Actions & Justification (relationship of selected priorities to state accountability and diagnostic 

review  will be required) 

¶ Key Action Steps (including timelines and costs)  

¶ Leading indicators that will (evidence) that will be collected and analyzed indicating successful 

implementation 

¶ Intentional braiding or discontinuation of concurrent district initiatives that support or are likely to 

interfere, respectively, with priority actions. 

 

ODE will review and accept [or require revisions to] plans submitted by the LEAs. 

 

Phase 5 - Implementation and Monitoring 

¶ Implementation 

Working to support district and school improvement plans will consist of the assignment of an SEA point 

of contact and the provision of SEA sponsored or externally provided supports necessary to achieve plan 

success.   

 

ODE systems supports will be available in a variety of ways including: 

o Leveraging state-sponsored and evidence-based system initiatives such as Oregon RTIi, Student-

Centered Assessment projects that include professional learning in formative, summative, and 

performance assessments 

o Adaptive Leadership Coaching 

o Technical Systems Coaching [for supporting state models that may be applied as evidence based 

interventions when appropriate] such as Oregon Multi -Tiered System of Support (MTSS) Coaches 

o District Liaisons  

o Other 

 

¶ Monitorin g 

Districts will be required to conduct then provide quarterly updates to both the SEA and the Local School 

using the Board How Are Schools Doing? (HASD) routine.  The HASD routine consists of the following 

steps: 

1. School level implementation and student outcome data is systematically gathered at the school 

and district level. 

2. Implementation and student outcome data is reviewed quarterly via the HASD routine (a group of 

district leaders will be trained to conduct this routine) 

3. The HASD report [survey] will be submitted to the SEA in the first stage of the quarterly 

feedback loop 

4. The SEA will conduct their own HASD routine 

5. Feedback (and when needed, onsite support) will be provided back to the district following each 

cycle 

6. Districts and school bright spots and challenges will be highlighted quarterly.   

In addition, the district will be charged with providing quarterly updates to their local school board.   

 

Phase 6 - Reflection and Adjustment 

The process outlined in phase 5 informs reflection and provides the opportunity to cement implementation 

and/or make course corrections when warranted.  

 

Phase 7 - Sustainability  
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Phases five and six set the stage for ongoing system adaptation, refinement and sustainability. Active 

implementation and district routines to monitor the success of district efforts leads to the reflection, then plan 

and budget adjustments of phase six. Phase seven is attained when the districtôs need for external guidance, 

coaching or support decreases as their own capacity to run the model, provide ongoing support and rely less 

on external and often expensive resources increases.  All supports and resources will be allocated with this 

gradual release mindset from the beginning stages of engagement.   

 

 

Table 4.13 Performance Management & Needs Assessments Draft Timeline  

All Districts & Schools 

 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

(reset) 

July / 

August 

Data Assembled 

(Statewide & Local) 

Data Assembled 

(Statewide & Local) 

Data Assembled  Data Assembled  Data Assembled  

August / 

September 

¶ Data review 

¶ Begin needs 

assessment w/ 

robust 

stakeholder 

engagement 

 

¶ Data review 

¶ Stakeholder 

engagement for 

data review 

¶ Continuous 

improvement 

priorities 

confirmed 

¶ Data review 

¶ Stakeholder 

engagement for 

data review 

¶ Updates on 

progress 

communicated  

¶ Data review 

¶ Stakeholder 

engagement for 

data review 

¶ Updates on 

progress 

communicated 

¶ Data review 

¶ Needs 

assessment w/ 

robust 

stakeholder 

engagement 

conducted 

¶ Continuous 

improvement 

priorities 

Identified 

October / 

November 

¶ Continue 

stakeholder 

engagement 

¶ Continuous 

improvement 

priorities 

communicated to 

ODE for 

publication on 

RC  

¶ Stakeholder 

update on data / 

improvement 

priorities 

 

¶ Stakeholder 

update on data / 

improvement 

priorities 

¶ District & 

School Routines 

¶ Stakeholder 

update on data / 

improvement 

priorities 

¶ District & 

School Routines 

¶ Continuous 

improvement 

priorities 

communicated to 

ODE for 

publication on 

RC 

December 

/ February 

¶ Continue needs 

assessment with 

newly available 

data 

¶ Continue 

stakeholder 

engagement 

    

March / 

June 

¶ Continue needs 

assessment with 

newly available 

¶ District & 

School Routines; 

update on 

¶ District & 

School Routines 

¶ Planning for 

¶ District & 

School Routines 

¶ Planning for 

¶ District & 

School Routines 

¶ Planning for 
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 data 

¶ Review of 

personnel, 

budgeting & 

planning for 

upcoming year 

implementation 

progress 

¶ Planning for 

upcoming year 

(data / budget 

review) 

upcoming year upcoming year upcoming year 

July 

 

¶ Final summation 

of needs 

assessment and 

emerging 

improvement 

priorities 

¶ Reflection & 

Review; 

potential 

adjustments to 

improvement 

priorities 

¶ Reflection & 

Review; 

potential 

adjustments to 

improvement 

priorities 

¶ Reflection & 

Review; 

potential 

adjustments to 

improvement 

priorities 

¶ Reflection & 

Review; 

potential 

adjustments to 

improvement 

priorities 

 

Potential Comprehensive / Targeted Support Schools (and Districts) 

 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

July / 

August 

Run Accountability 

Model 

(Statewide Data) 

Assemble Data 

(State & Local) 

Assemble Data 

(State & Local) 

Assemble Data 

(State & Local) 

Run Accountability 

Model 

(Statewide Data) 

August / 

September 

¶ Identify potential 

Comprehensive / 

Targeted Support 

Schools 

¶ Communication 

to LEAs 

¶ Schedule 

Readiness and 

Screening 

Protocols 

¶ Provide planning 

grants to 

assemble 

protocol teams 

¶ Minor 

adjustments 

based on updated 

data 

¶ Communicate 

Priorities to ODE 

for publication 

on RC 

 

¶ Data review 

¶ Stakeholder 

engagement to 

update on 

progress 

¶ Update of 

priorities to ODE 

¶ Data review 

¶ Stakeholder 

engagement to 

update on 

progress 

¶ Update of 

priorities to ODE 

¶ Identify potential 

Comprehensive / 

Targeted Support 

Schools 

¶ Communication 

to LEAs 

¶ Schedule 

Readiness and 

Screening 

Protocols 

¶ Provide planning 

grants to 

assemble 

protocol teams 

October / 

November  

¶ Conduct 

Readiness & 

Screening 

Protocols 

¶ Provide 

Recommendatio

ns for Evidence-

based tools for 

root cause 

analysis 

 

¶ First run of 

district routines 

¶ Adjust supports 

as needed 

¶ Enhance TA 

where needed 

¶ Third run of 

district routines 

¶ Adjust supports 

as needed 

¶ Enhance TA 

where needed 

¶ Fifth run of 

district routines 

¶ Adjust supports 

as needed 

¶ Enhance TA 

where needed 

¶ Sustainability 

planning / 

prepare for exit 

¶ Conduct 

Readiness & 

Screening 

Protocols 

¶ Provide 

Recommendatio

ns for Evidence-

based tools for 

root cause 

analysis 

 

December 

to February 

¶ Conduct 

evidence-based 

needs 

assessments / 

   ¶ Conduct 

evidence-based 

needs 

assessments / 
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root cause 

analyses with 

broad 

stakeholder 

engagement 

¶ Draft 

improvement 

plans 

root cause 

analyses with 

broad 

stakeholder 

engagement 

¶ Draft 

improvement 

plans 

March to 

June 

¶ Finalize school 

improvement 

plans 

¶ Approve district 

plans  

¶ Second run of 

district routines 

¶ Adjust supports 

as needed 

¶ Enhance TA 

where needed 

¶ Fourth run of 

district routines 

¶ Adjust supports 

as needed 

¶ Enhance TA 

where needed 

¶ Sixth run of 

district routines 

¶ Initial exit 

determination 

OR 

¶ Stronger 

Interventions 

¶ Finalize school 

improvement 

plans 

¶ Approve district 

plans  

July 
¶ Finalize 

improvement 

plan budgets 

¶ Update 

stakeholders 

 

 ¶ Improve 

sustainability 

planning OR 

¶ Reevaluate for 

stronger 

intervention  

¶ Final exit 

determinations 

including 

approval from 

stakeholders 

¶ Finalize 

improvement 

plan budgets 

¶ Update 

stakeholders 

 

4.3  State Support and Improvement for Low-performing Schools.  

 

A. School Improvement Resources.  Describe how the SEA will meet its responsibilities, consistent with 34 

C.F.R. § 200.24(d) under section 1003 of the ESEA, including the process to award school improvement 

funds to LEAs and monitoring and evaluating the use of funds by LEAs.  

 

Resources will be distributed via formula grants, with weighting and consideration given to: 

Å Planning grants to LEAs with multiple CS / TS schools 

Å Planning grants to LEAs with single CS or TS schools 

Å The total number LEAs to receive planning grants 

 

Funds made available for improvement activities to be distributed with the following considerations: 

Å Number of plans to be funded at minimum levels 

Å Number of students to be served 

Å Number of schools designated for CS / TS supports 

Å Urban, suburban, rural, frontier status  

Å Opportunities for collaboration with other LEAs 

 

B. Technical Assistance Regarding Evidence-Based Interventions.  Describe the technical assistance 

the SEA will provide to each LEA in the State serving a significant number or percentage of schools 

identified for comprehensive or targeted support and improvement, including how it will provide 

technical assistance to LEAs to ensure the effective implementation of evidence-based interventions, 

consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.23(b), and, if applicable, the list of State-approved, evidence-based 

interventions for use in schools implementing comprehensive or targeted support and improvement 
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plans consistent with § 200.23(c)(2)-(3).  

 

ODE will support districts in conducting evidence-based needs assessments to inform more intensive 

evidence-based diagnostic review protocols. The combination of needs assessment and review will help 

identify evidence-based and/or develop innovative interventions and improvement strategies. Confirmed by 

local stakeholders, these improvement strategies will be monitored based on established implementation and 

leading indicators of success as well as locally reported student outcome data.  

Results of the quarterly monitoring routines, established and implemented by the LEA and reported to ODE, 

will better support progressive interventions and adjustments in a timely manner. Previous improvement 

initiatives waited until the end of the identification period to leverage differentiated interventions for schools 

(and districts) that did not make progress. Under this model, these adjustments will be made throughout the 

improvement initiative and will strengthen the overall impacts. 

C. More Rigorous Interventions.  Describe the more rigorous interventions required for schools 

identified for comprehensive support and improvement that fail to meet the Stateôs exit criteria within 

a State-determined number of years consistent with section 1111(d)(3)(A)(i) of the ESEA and 34 

C.F.R. § 200.21(f)(3)(iii).   

 

D. Periodic Resource Review.  Describe how the SEA will  periodically review, identify, and, to the 

extent practicable, address any identified inequities in resources to ensure sufficient support for 

school improvement in each LEA in the State serving a significant number or percentage of schools 

identified for comprehensive or targeted support and improvement consistent with the requirements 

in section 1111(d)(3)(A)(ii) of the ESEA and 34 C.F.R. § 200.23(a).  

 

The district improvement strategic planning process will embed resource review as part of the consolidated 

federal application process. This integration will include questions and submission of evidence to ensure 

LEAs are differentiating resources to schools based on need. Additionally, the consolidated application 

process will provide better supports from the SEA to LEAs in braiding resources to maximize impact on 

overall improved student outcomes. 
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Section 5: Supporting Excellent Educators 

5.1  Educator Development, Retention, and Advancement. 

  

The Oregon Department of Educationôs plan for supporting excellent educators, PreK-12,  considers the 

importance of preparation, licensure, recruitment, development, retention and advancement of educators who 

are excellently prepared to teach diverse student populations. Given the changing landscape of districts and 

schools in Oregon, the state must support stronger needs-driven, continuous, job-embedded professional 

learning that emphasizes culturally responsive pedagogy and practice. Stronger evidence-based needs 

assessments in districts and schools will support the differentiation of these opportunities and support timely, 

relevant professional learning opportunities for educators.  

 

Strategies in the ESSA state plan align well with recommendations in the 2016 Report from the Governorôs 

Council on Educator Advancement,  commissioned by Governor Kate Brown.  As council members noted in 

the report, ñRecommendations in this report affirm Oregonôs commitment to every student through a 

comprehensive, systemic approach to provide needed supports for educators serving in our schools and 

classrooms every day.ò (Executive Summary Report from the Governorôs Council on Educator Advancement, 

p. 5) 

 

Instructions: Consistent with sections 2101 and 2102 of the ESEA, if an SEA intends to use funds under one 

or more of the included programs for any of the following purposes, provide a description with the necessary 

information. 

  

A. Certification and Licensure Systems.  Does the SEA intend to use Title II, Part A funds or funds from 

other included programs for certifying and licensing teachers and principals or other school leaders? 

ἦ Yes.  If yes, provide a description of the systems for certification and licensure below. 

Ἠ No. 

 

The Teacher Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC) is the state agency in Oregon responsible for the 

certification and licensing process. ODE works collaboratively with TSPC on policy and practice.  While 

SEA Title IIA funds will not be used for licensing activities, local district funds may be used to support 

licensure and certification activities.  

 

B. Educator Preparation Program Strategies.   Does the SEA intend to use Title II, Part A funds or 

funds from other included programs to support the Stateôs strategies to improve educator preparation 

programs consistent with section 2101(d)(2)(M) of the ESEA, particularly for educators of low-

income and minority students? 

Ἠ Yes. If yes, provide a description of the strategies to improve educator preparation programs 

below.  

ἦ No. 

 

Title II, Part A funds will be used to strengthen the transition points along a teacherôs career (from preparation 

to licensure, licensure to induction, etc. (see below). 

 

C. Educator Growth and Development Systems.  Does the SEA intend to use Title II, Part A funds or 

funds from other included programs to support the State's systems of professional growth and 

improvement for educators that addresses: 1) induction; 2) development, consistent with the 

http://education.oregon.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Educator-Advancement-Report_CEdO_Nov_2016.pdf
http://education.oregon.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Educator-Advancement-Report_CEdO_Nov_2016.pdf
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definition of professional development in section 8002(42) of the ESEA; 3) compensation; and 4) 

advancement for teachers, principals, and other school leaders.  This may also include how the SEA 

will work with LEAs in the State to develop or implement systems of professional growth and 

improvement, consistent with section 2102(b)(2)(B) of the ESEA; or State or local educator 

evaluation and support systems consistent with section 2101(c)(4)(B)(ii) of the ESEA? 

  Ἠ Yes. If yes, provide a description of the educator growth and development systems below.  

ἦ No. 

 

In developing plans to improve support to educators, a multitude of recommendations and analysis from 

Oregonôs Equitable Access to Excellent Educator Plan, The Governorôs Council on Educator Advancement, 

the Deputy Superintendentôs Advisory Council as well as feedback from LEAs, schools and practitioners 

were considered and synthesized to develop the following shifts and strategies. 

 

Oregon currently has local resources aimed at improving induction, mentoring and advancement of its 

educators. Title II, Part A funds will be used to strengthen the transition points along a teacherôs career (from 

preparation to licensure, licensure to induction, etc.). This will broaden the capacity of LEAs and the SEA to 

provide proactive and ongoing supports to ensure sustained professional growth and improvement. 

 

Additionally, Title II, Part A funds will be used to strengthen Oregonôs transition away from the emphasis on 

Highly Qualified Teachers and towards educators being appropriately licensed and certified according to 

Oregonôs Teacher Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC). This transition will see LEAs and schools 

renew attention and investments in comprehensive professional learning systems that provide differentiated 

professional learning opportunities that are:  

¶ Informed by observation and evaluation data 

¶ Informed by student outcome data (student learning and growth goals) 

¶ Job embedded 

¶ Aligned to national professional learning standards 

¶ Driven by culturally responsive practices 

 

These shifts will provide the systems and structures necessary to support LEAs in ensuring, all students, but 

especially students of color, students experiencing poverty and students with disabilities, have equitable 

access to excellent educators.  Additional strategies in development include:  

 

Strategy 1: Human Capital Management 

ODE will work with LEAs and other partners to develop more robust human capital and talent management 

strategies that: 

¶ Support development of LEA policies for the recruitment and retention of culturally and linguistically 

diverse educators 

¶ Foster district and school cultures that promote diversity as an asset 

¶ Incentivize LEAs to adopt alternate career pathways that elevate teacher leadership and teacher leader 

certification 

¶ Incentivize LEAs to drive teacher-lead professional learning efforts 

Strategy 2: Ongoing Culturally Responsive Professional Learning  

ODE will work with LEAs and other partners to continue to refine efforts aimed at improving culturally 

responsive professionally learning tailored to support the unique and changing populations in LEAs and 

schools. As part of the comprehensive professional learning systems and structures, these components will be 
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embedded in learning opportunities, informed by local demographic data and refined by teacher observation 

and evaluation information. 

 

Strategy 3: Teacher and Principal Preparation Programs 

ODE is working with partner organizations that support educators in Oregon through the Network for Quality 

Teaching and Learning. This collaboration is a key element in connecting educator effectiveness data to 

teacher preparation programs in order to see new teachers better prepared at the start of their careers. By 

establishing stronger feedback loops, information sharing and data systems, we can be more responsive in 

aligning preparation, standards, induction, mentoring, development and advancement strategies for teachers to 

ensure all of Oregonôs students have equitable access to excellent educators.  

 
 

 

5.2  Support for Educators. 
 

Instructions: Consistent with sections 2101 and 2102 of the ESEA, if the SEA intends to use funds under one 

or more of the included programs for any of the following purposes, provide a description with the necessary 

information. 

 

A. Resources to Support State-level Strategies.  Describe how the SEA will use Title II, Part A funds 

and funds from other included programs, consistent with allowable uses of funds provided under 

those programs, to support State-level strategies designed to: 

i. Increase student achievement consistent with the challenging State academic standards; 

ii. Improve the quality and effectiveness of teachers, principals, and other school leaders;  

iii.  Increase the number of teachers, principals, and other school leaders who are effective in 

improving student academic achievement in schools; and 

Human Capital 
Management 

ωRecruitment 

ωHiring  

ωRetention 

Professional 
Learning 

Equity Driven PL 
Standards 

Mentoring 

Teacher Leadership 

Equity Plans tied to 
CIP 

Educator 
Preparation 

ωOregon Teaching 
Fellows  

ωDistrict/University 
Partnerships 

ωEducator 
Preparation Equity 
Plans and PL Series 
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iv. Provide low-income and minority students greater access to effective teachers, principals, 

and other school leaders consistent with the educator equity provisions in 34 C.F.R. § 

299.18(c).  

 

ODE has received valuable stakeholder input how Title IIA funds should be used to support educators.  Many 

stakeholders feel that the Title IIA funds should remain in districts to strengthen school leadership.  Other 

stakeholders voiced a need for state-funded leadership development opportunities for administrators, teachers, 

and other school leaders. A strong message is that professional development needs to be provided equitably 

around the state so that educators in rural, suburban, and urban areas alike have an opportunity to benefit 

relevant learning opportunities. The use of technology to engage educators in rural districts is a clear priority.  

Educators also expressed the need for professional development to include all teachers preK-12 and in all 

content areas, teachers in special education, specialized instructional support personnel, paraprofessionals, 

and school librarians. 

 

There is also a recommendation to provide some incentives for educators to participate in relevant, excellent 

professional learning through tuition reimbursement and stipends. Some specific recommendations to support 

and strengthen administrator and teacher leadership included attention to trauma-informed care, culturally 

responsive pedagogy and practice, and education equity. 

 

¶ Increase student achievement  

Understanding the drivers for low student achievement is essential to seeing it improve. Oregon is developing 

evidence-based needs assessment and diagnostic review instruments that will better address the potential root-

causes of low student achievement. These processes will also provide stronger opportunities for LEAs and 

schools to select the right evidence-based interventions and as Oregon moves to a consolidated needs-

assessment and federal funding application, the opportunities to leverage fiscal resources differently, will see 

more holistic strategies for improvement. 

 

Many of these interventions will require professional learning for educators to see implementation with 

fidelity and success. As part of Oregonôs revamped performance management, LEAs will be asked to develop 

more robust routines to evaluate and adjust systems and practices aimed at improving student achievement. In 

this case, the comprehensive professional learning systems would be aligned to the selected evidence-based 

intervention and would provide both feedback and inform next steps via outputs in the periodic routines. 

Braiding Title IIA funds with funds in other programs will allow LEAs the flexibility to be more responsive.  

 

¶ Improve quality and effectiveness of teachers, principals and other school leaders 

As mentioned above, stronger diagnostic review around the overall effectiveness of educators, informed by 

observation and evaluation data, will provide the basis for ongoing professional learning. Previously, 

evaluations provided a summative assessment of an educatorôs effectiveness ï a snapshot in time. The shift to 

ongoing professional learning establishes opportunities to continually reevaluate where an educator is in this 

cycle and informs next steps.  While federal requirements have been eliminated, Oregon will continue to 

implement educator evaluation systems under Senate Bill 290.  

 

¶ Improving systems for high-quality  professional learning 

The convergence of the two aforementioned strategies is that more educators are more effective in increasing 

student achievement. These pockets of success need to be shared and scaled. To that end, Oregon is currently 

developing systems to connect, scale and adapt these pockets of success statewide. Leveraging existing 

networks and developing new networked improvement communities will provide educators in Oregon the 

necessary access to effective practices informed by individual need. Title IIA funds, in conjunction with state 
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investments, will provide the necessary resources to see more educators have access to better professional 

learning tailored to individual needs. 

 

¶ Providing all  students greater access to effective teachers, principals and other school leaders 

The culmination of these shifts is that all students in Oregon, but specifically, students of color, students 

experiencing poverty and students with disabilities, have excellent educators, have access to a world-class and 

equitable educational experience and are benefiting from that experience.  

 

B. Skills to Address Specific Learning Needs.  Describe how the SEA will improve the skills of teachers, 

principals, or other school leaders in identifying students with specific learning needs and providing 

instruction based on the needs of such students, consistent with section 2101(d)(2)(J) of the ESEA.   

 

ODE has recently launched a cross-office initiative led by the Office of Teaching, Learning and Assessment 

and the Office of Student Services that involve staff from across the agency. The aim is to build coherent 

supports to LEAs and schools driven by a review of data and local context / need. This initiative will serve as 

the cornerstone for providing differentiated supports to LEAS and school specifically aligned to root-cause 

outcomes, disaggregated student achievement data and next steps informed by the LEAôs diagnostic review. 

By leveraging the individual expertise around evidence-based and effective practices to support the diverse 

needs of learners in Oregon, we can improve, in real time, outcomes for students. This cross-office initiative 

is already modeling how LEAs might leverage multiple funding streams and supports in order to improve 

student outcomes. 

 

Discrete strategies developed through the Oregon's Equitable Access To Educators Plan include: 

Å State funded scholarships and stipends for culturally and linguistically diverse Oregon Promise 

students seeking to become teachers. 

Å State funded mentors for two years for every culturally and linguistically diverse teacher hired in an 

Oregon school. 

Å Seed funding for a phased-in expansion of university/district partnerships in communities where 

students of color exceed 40 percent of the student population. 

Å Coordination of plans with partners from each equity-focused state plan work group and regular 

reporting to the Legislature via future Educator Equity Reports. 

 

Recommended investments from the Governorôs Council for Educator Advancement include: 

Å Improved induction and mentoring support for beginning educators including supports around 

addressing specific learners and learning needs. 

Å Increased state investments for scholarships to recruit linguistically and culturally diverse educators. 

5.3  Educator Equity. 

 

A. Definitions.  Provide the SEAôs different definitions, using distinct criteria, for the following key 

terms: 
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            Table 5.1 Definitions 

 

Key Term Statewide Definition (or Statewide Guidelines) 

Ineffective teacher* To be determined by LEAôs with ODE guidance 

Out-of-field 

teacher*+ 

Describes teachers teaching a subject area (course) in which they have 

neither a regular license and the proper endorsement nor a License for 

Conditional Assignment 

Inexperienced 

teacher*+ 

Describes teachers with a preliminary license in the subject area they 

teach. 

Low-income 

student (students 

experiencing 

poverty) 

Describes students meeting criteria for Free and Reduced lunch.  Further 

conversation to include information for Child Nutrition Program. 

Minority student s- 

students of color 

Students who identify or are identified as Black/African American, 

Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, 

or Multi-ethnic. The use of the term ñminorityò creates a narrative that is 

pejorative and lesser in nature while only centering on 

whiteness.  Additionally, people of color are often ñmajorityò on a global 

level and are becoming increasing more so in the Oregon student 

population. 

Other Key Terms 

(optional) 
 

Diverse educator Diverse means culturally or linguistically diverse characteristics of a 

person, including: Origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa but 

is not Hispanic; Hispanic culture or origin, regardless of race; Origins in 

any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian 

subcontinent or the Pacific Islands; Origins in any of the original peoples 

of North America, including American Indians or Alaskan Natives or a 

first language that is not English.  Educator in this context means teacher 

or administrator. 

Bilingual educator Teachers who are native non-English speakers or individuals who have 

trained to receive endorsements in a language other than 

English.  Bilingual teachers are qualified to teach native and non-native 

speakers in bilingual and dual language program settings. 

*Definitions of these terms must provide useful information about educator equity. 

+Definitions of these terms must be consistent with the definitions that a State uses under 34 C.F.R. § 

200.37. 

 

B. Rates and Differences in Rates.  In Appendix B, calculate and provide the statewide rates at which 

low-income and minority students enrolled in schools receiving funds under Title I, Part A are taught 

by ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers compared to non-low-income and non-

minority students enrolled in schools not receiving funds under Title I, Part A using the definitions 

provided in section 5.3.A.  The SEA must calculate the statewide rates using student-level data. 

 

This data is currently being calculated and will be included in a later draft of the plan. 
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C. Public Reporting.  Provide the Web address or URL of, or a direct link to, where the SEA will 

publish and annually update, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 299.18(c)(4):  

i. The rates and differences in rates calculated in 5.3.B;  

ii. The percentage of teachers categorized in each LEA at each effectiveness level established as 

part of the definition of ñineffective teacher,ò consistent with applicable State privacy 

policies;  

iii.  The percentage of teachers categorized as out-of-field teachers consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 

200.37; and 

iv. The percentage of teachers categorized as inexperienced teachers consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 

200.37.  

 

This data is currently being calculated and will be included in a later draft of the plan. 

 

D. Likely Causes of Most Significant Differences.  If there is one or more difference in rates in 5.3.B, 

describe the likely causes (e.g., teacher shortages, working conditions, school leadership, 

compensation, or other causes), which may vary across districts or schools, of the most significant 

statewide differences in rates in 5.3.B.  The description must include whether those differences in 

rates reflect gaps between districts, within districts, and within schools.  

 

This data is currently being calculated and will be included in a later draft of the plan. 

 

E. Identification of Strategies.  If there is one or more difference in rates in 5.3.B, provide the SEAôs 

strategies, including timelines and Federal or non-Federal funding sources, that are: 

i. Designed to address the likely causes of the most significant differences identified in 5.3.D 

and 

ii. Prioritized to address the most significant differences in the rates provided in 5.3.B, 

including by prioritizing strategies to support any schools identified for comprehensive or 

targeted support and improvement under 34 C.F.R. § 200.19 that are contributing to those 

differences in rates. 

 

 

F. Timelines and Interim Targets.  If there is one or more difference in rates in 5.3.B, describe the 

SEAôs timelines and interim targets for eliminating all differences in rates.  
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Section 6: Supporting All Students 

6.1  Well-Rounded and Supportive Education for Students. 

 

Instructions:  When addressing the Stateôs strategies below, each SEA must describe how it will  use Title IV, 

Part A funds and funds from other included programs, consistent with allowable uses of fund provided under 

those programs, to support State-level strategies and LEA use of funds.  The strategies and uses of funds must 

be designed to ensure that all children have a significant opportunity to meet challenging State academic 

standards and career and technical standards, as applicable, and attain, at a minimum, a regular high school 

diploma. 

 

The descriptions that an SEA provides must include how, when developing its State strategies, the SEA 

considered the academic and non-academic needs of the following specific subgroups of students:  

¶ Low-income students;  

¶ Lowest-achieving students;  

¶ English learners;  

¶ Children with disabilities;  

¶ Children and youth in foster care;  

¶ Migratory children, including preschool migratory children and migratory children who have 

dropped out of school;  

¶ Homeless children and youths;  

¶ Neglected, delinquent, and at-risk students identified under Title I, Part D of the ESEA, including 

students in juvenile justice facilities;  

¶ Immigrant children and youth;  

¶ Students in LEAs eligible for grants under the Rural and Low-Income School program under section 

5221 of the ESEA; and  

¶ American Indian and Alaska Native students. 

 

 

Supporting all students is at the heart of the Oregon Department of Educationôs vision and mission for 

education in our state to  ï  ñfoster equity and excellence for every learner through collaboration with 

educators, partners, and communitiesò to ensure that ñevery student will have access to and benefit from a 

world-class, well-rounded, and equitable educational system.ò   

 

Oregonôs state plan is intended to promote educational equity so that each and every learner receives the 

necessary support they need individually to thrive in school no matter what their national origin, race, gender, 

sexual orientation, disability, first language, or family income. We want to put every one of our students on a 

path to success that prepares them for lifelong learning, success in the world of work, and civic life.  

 

A critical outcome of our work is to establish the foundation for a well -rounded educational system.  ESSA 

describes well-rounded education as a wide selection of academic subjects, including: the arts, humanities, 

sciences, civics and government, history, geography, world languages, English language arts, mathematics, 

writing, engineering, music, health, physical education, technology, computer science, and CTE, and any 

other subject, as determined by the State or local educational agency, with the purpose of providing all 

students access to an enriched curriculum and educational experience. 

 

While ESSA defines well-rounded education as areas of study, Oregon believes a well-rounded education 
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moves beyond the course taken.  We know that a well-rounded education provides the knowledge and 

skills to live, learn, work, create, and contribute and ensures that each and every student is known, 

heard, and supported.  We believe that a well-rounded education focusses on the whole student, the learning 

experiences they are given, the knowledge and skills they learn, and the beliefs and attributes they develop.   

 

As we support districts in creating a well-rounded educational system, our efforts are focused on the cross-

cutting skills and knowledge students need to be successful in any subject, as well as providing access for all 

students to a wide variety of courses and subject matter.  The following diagram and table illustrates how 

well-rounded and supportive education is viewed holistically and with a focus on the whole child. 

 

 
Figure 1 Well-Rounded Education Concept 

  



 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  61 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

A Well Rounded Education Providesé. 

Student-Centered 

Learning Environment  

Essential Knowledge and Skills Attributes and Beliefs  

Å Culturally and linguistically 

responsive 

Å Engaging 

Å Accessible 

Å Individualized and 

personalized                                                                                                  

Å Challenging and relevant 

Å Interconnected 

Å Authentic application 

Å Aligns to career and 

postsecondary 

Å Read and comprehend a variety of text 

Å Write clearly and accurately 

Å Apply mathematics in a variety of settings 

Å Listen actively and speak clearly and coherently 

Å Think critically and analytically 

Å Use technology to learn, live, and work 

Å Demonstrate community engagement 

Å Demonstrate global literacy 

Å Demonstrate personal management 

Å Demonstrate teamwork skills 

Å Innovate 

Å Able to access and evaluate accuracy and 

credibility of information 

Å Able to self-advocate 

Å Knows how to integrate learning 

Å Reflective 

Å Curious 

Å Open 

Å Resourceful 

Å Persistent 

Å Inclusive 

Å Empathetic 

Å Equitable 

Å Honest 

Å Responsible 

Å Self-advocates 

Å Personal and academic 

integrity 

Å Ethical decision maker 

Å Resilient, flexible and 

adaptive 

Systems and Supportive Conditions that... 

Å Remove barriers 

Å Provides equitable access to resources 

Å Is physically and emotionally safe 

Å Focuses on whole child and health 

Å Provide high-quality developmental relationships 

Å Commits to family, caregiver, and community involvement 

Å Uses data-driven decision making process 

Å Utilizes multi-tiered systems of support 

 

 

Systemsô Alignment to Create Leverage 

 

The Oregon Department of Education, Early Learning Division, Youth Development Council, Higher 

Education Coordinating Commission, and the Chief Education Office are working together and committed to 

creating a coherent system of support for all students that more effectively aligns and coordinates services, 

supports, and funding from prekindergarten through higher education.   

 

As described in previous sections, the Oregon Department of Education has recently launched a cross-office 

initiative mobilizing supports and resources across the agency to build cross-office coherence in supporting 

schools and districts to ultimately increase achievement for all students. Through an integrated support system 

we aim to streamline key initiatives in support of one another.  A theory of action was developed to guide this 

effort, as follows:  If ODE develops a system to systematically and collaboratively identify, support and 

monitor initiative implementation then ODE will improve cohesion, collaboration and communication and 

districts, schools and partners will be better supported by ODE so the Oregon students are better supported 

http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/teachlearn/testing/resources/es_definitions_grad-requirements.pdf
http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/teachlearn/testing/resources/es_definitions_grad-requirements.pdf
http://education.oregon.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Adopted-College-and-Career-Readiness-Definition.pdf
http://education.oregon.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Adopted-College-and-Career-Readiness-Definition.pdf


 

Oregon Department of Education, February 13, 2017  62 

Draft State Plan for Public Comment   

 

and customer service is enhance.  As a result, we will have the potential to positively influence the persistent 

achievement gap for diverse student populations (English learners, students with disabilities, underserved race 

and ethnicities, students experiencing poverty).  

 

To enhance this work, ODE is expanding our capacity in the use of a Multi -Tiered System of Supports 

(MTSS). MTTS assists schools and districts in implementation of programming for promotion, prevention, 

and intervention, while establishing a universal and integrated seamless system for rapid-response and 

problem-solving for continuous improvement efforts, developing continuum of supports, providing equitable 

access, and providing practices that address the environment and well-being of all students, at both the 

school-wide and individual level.  

 

The Oregon Youth Development Councilôs work is with children, youth and young adults along a continuum, 

ages 6-24. The Council advocates for all Oregon youth, but particularly for those who find themselves in the 

margins between engagement, disengagement, and re-engagement. The policies YDC develops and 

implements statewide, and the community-based and school-based organizations that they fund focus on 

transition points from elementary to middle school, from middle to high school, and from high school to 

higher education and/or career.  At the core of the Youth Development Councilôs work is the belief that there 

is a need to better align the diverse systems serving youth in Oregon. Uncoordinated systems increase the 

likelihood of inefficiency and redundancy, and create gaps through which many Opportunity and Priority 

Youth fall.  Systemsô alignment across education, social service, juvenile justice, healthcare, and workforce 

development systems is essential to create opportunity for all youth.  

 

The mission of the Early Learning Division is to support all of Oregonôs young children (birth through 

kindergarten) and families to learn and thrive. The focus on early learning is supported by decades of 

research.  Investment is childrenôs early development is the single most cost-effective strategy to improve 

long-term student outcomes. High-quality early learningðespecially for disadvantaged childrenðnarrows 

achievement gaps and increases educational attainment, leading to reduced unemployment, lower costs for 

education remediation and juvenile justice expenditures over time.  Additionally, investments in high-quality 

learning will support Oregonôs commitment to equity by improving access to educational opportunities and 

closing achievement gaps that begin before kindergarten.  

 

ODE is also committed to engaging parents, families and communities as partners and supporters of studentsô 

education.  ODE will reach out and solicit support from external community based organizations and 

communities of color who have been successful in engaging students of color and students experiencing 

poverty.  Through expanded learning opportunities, students receive academic enrichment, work-related 

learning, social-emotional supports and caring relationships through after school and summer programs and 

community based learning.  

The information that follows in this section of the state plan describes a number of state-level programs and 

initiatives currently implemented in Oregon that support student transitionsPreK-12, promote access to a well-

rounded education and provide student and learning supports.  While Oregon has many positive strategies in 

place, there is also a need for more coherence and less fragmentation in order to better serve our most 

vulnerable children and youth.  As we move forward together and build a state plan for Oregon, we will work 

to build a more cohesive and systemic approach with an emphasis on equity. 
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Maximizing Use of Funds  

 

By aligning our initiative work, ODE will be able evaluate the ways in which federal formula grant programs 

under ESSA and other funds can work together to support the stateôs educational priorities and goals. ESSA 

provides greater opportunity for states and districts to think innovatively and maximize funding flexibility so 

that all students have access to a well-rounded education and equitable educational opportunities.   

 

Federal program funds provide states and districts with additional resources to provide access and 

opportunity for students who have been historically disadvantaged and underserved to achieve the same level 

of success as their peers.  Federal funds must supplement, not supplant state funds required to provide a basic 

education for all students.  

 

Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan 

Title I, Part A:   Improving Basic Programs Operated by State and Local Educational Agencies 

Title I, Part C:   Education of Migratory Children 

Title I, Part D:   Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected,  

  Delinquent, or At-Risk 

Title II, Part A:  Supporting Effective Instruction 

Title III, Part A:  Language Instruction for English Learners and Immigrant Students 

Title IV, Part A:  Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants 

Title IV, Part B:  21st Century Community Learning Centers 

Title V, Part B:  Rural and Low-Income School Program 

Title VII - McKinney-Vento Act: Education for Homeless Children and Youths Program  

 

Districts are required to conduct a needs assessment to determine how they plan to use their funds in each 

federal program.  ODE will be developing one comprehensive needs assessment that can be used for all 

federal programs under ESSA. The comprehensive needs assessment will help districts to view these funds 

more holistically as a part of their continuous improvement process.  ODE will model and provide guidance 

on how LEAs might leverage multiple funding streams and supports in order to improve student outcomes, 

based on identified needs. 

 

The federal grant funds under ESSA above, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and the 

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 (Perkins) can support efforts to provide a well-

rounded education to improve Pre-Kï12 instruction and student outcomes.  The following examples provided 

by the U.S. Department of Education are provided to illustrate how federal funds may be leveraged:  

¶ Humanities Education 

¶ STEM and CTE 

¶ Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants (Title IV-A) 

¶ Title I-A Schoolwide Guidance 
 

Title IV-A and other funds will be leveraged to support: 1) a well-rounded educational experience for all 

students; 2) foster safe, healthy, supportive, and drug-free environments that support student academic 

achievement; and 3) increase access to personalized, rigorous learning experiences supported by technology.   

ODE will coordinate with systems, programs, and resources that LEAs can currently access, to find new ways 

to maximize the effective use of funds.   

 

A. The Stateôs strategies and how it will support LEAs to support the continuum of a studentôs education 

from preschool through grade 12, including transitions from early childhood education to elementary 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/160713.html
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/rules-and-policies/ESSA/ESSAResources/Documents/stemdearcolleagueltr.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essassaegrantguid10212016.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essaswpguidance9192016.pdf
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school, elementary school to middle school, middle school to high school, and high school to post-

secondary education and careers, in order to support appropriate promotion practices and decrease 

the risk of students dropping out; and  

 

EARLY LEARNING  

Early childhood learning and transition experiences for students are some of the most important systems we 

can build as a state.  We know that successful experiences include nurturing relationships, high-quality 

learning programs, and developmentally appropriate supports.  These serve as the foundational building 

blocks for later educational and life outcomes. A successful educational continuum is created by effective 

family-school-community partnerships working together to support childrenôs social, emotional, and 

academic development, as well as early career experiences and community involvement.  

Oregonôs education goal and vision for a seamless education system from birth through college requires early 

learning, K-12, and health providers to reach out to each other and identify opportunities to collaborate, align 

work, and leverage resources to work in partnership with students, families, and the community.   

Outlined below are major systems and programs that the state has developed to address our early 

childhood learning needs. 

BIRTH TO PRESCHOOL  
 

Resources that Support Integration 
 

Å Regional Achievement Collaboratives 

The Regional Achievement Collaborative (RAC) initiative has forged connections between schools, 

community organizations, businesses and local leaders to drive communities to actively support improving 

education outcomes beyond the classroom. ODE and the Chief Education Office work collaboratively with 

RAC members to support and promote their work to review local achievement data, identify underlying 

problems that impede education and focus on collective impact strategies to boost academic and college and 

career readiness outcomes by breaking down barriers in their region on behalf of students. They use a 

comprehensive systems approach to working alongside communities in building capacity and sustainability to 

reach shared goals for college and career readiness.  The RAC collaborative partnerships focused on 

improving key educational outcomes (RACS, STEM Hubs, Early Learning Hubs).  Our support of the 

collaboratives reflects our commitment to working alongside local communities to reach shared goals for 

education and prosperity in the state. 

 

Å Early Learning State Plan  
The Early Learning Council (ELC) and Early Learning Division (ELD) has developed an Early Learning 

Council Strategic Plan that outlines a coordinated system for leadership, decision making and coordination, 

and identifies state systems, partners and other entities involved in developing, approving, implementing and 

administering the state plan. This collaboration has resulted in the creation of an Early Learning System that 

includes linkages and coordination across systems that represent K12, health, and human services in order to 

strengthen birth through 3rd grade policy, planning and service coordination. The Early Learning System has 

three primary goals: 1) Ready children, 2) Healthy, stable and attached families, and 3) Coordinated, family 

centered and aligned.  

 

 

http://education.oregon.gov/regional-achievement-collaboratives/
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/Pages/ELD.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/Pages/ELD.aspx
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Å Early Learnin g and Kindergarten Guidelines  

Oregon's Early Learning and Kindergarten Guidelines have been developed for ñearly educators,ò which 

includes family, home-based, and center-based child care providers, Head Start and preschool teachers, 

kindergarten teachers, center directors, school and district administrators, parents, guardians, extended family, 

healthcare providers, and all others who support children and families in the growth and development of 

young children ages 3-5.  To increase accessibility, the Guidelines are available in five languages: English, 

Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, and Russian. Additionally, the Guidelines are accompanied by a web page on 

the ODE website that includes extensive, domain-specific resources for families and practitioners.  

 

Programs that Improve Quality 
 

Oregon's Quality Providers System and resources are designed to raise the quality and consistency of child 

care and early learning programs across the state. The system ensures that children are ready for kindergarten 

by connecting programs and providers with tools, and professional support that they can use to improve their 

practices. 

 

Å Preschool Promise  
Oregonôs Preschool Promise leverages high-quality, local and culturally-relevant early child care and 

education programs and makes them available to high-promise communities where there are significant 

numbers of families experiencing poverty, communities and children of color, a significant number of 

children on the Head Start waitlists and communities with focus or priority elementary schools. See these 

attached documents for more details: OPK Race Poverty FP Schools and OPK Programs by County and 

Ranking for Expansion,  

 

Å Oregon Head Start Pre-Kindergarten  

OPK is a comprehensive high quality early childhood development program offering integrated services in 

Education and Early Childhood Development, Child Health and Nutrition, Parent Education and Family 

Support.  OPK programs receive funding from the Federal Office of Head Start, the Oregon Department of 

Education, or both. All OPK programs follow the same guidelines for providing services. Those who can 

participate in OPK programs are children between the ages of three and five from families living at or below 

the federal poverty level. Some programs also provide Early Head Start services for pregnant women and 

children birth to three. Children in foster care and children who are homeless are also automatically eligible. 

At least 10% of the enrollment slots in OPK programs are reserved for children with disabilities. OPK 

services are free for qualifying children. 

 

Å Head Start 
Head Start is a federal program that promotes school readiness of children ages birth to five from low-income 

families by enhancing their cognitive, social, and emotional development.  The program provides 

comprehensive services to enrolled children and their families, which include health, nutrition, social, and 

other services determined to be necessary by family needs assessments, in addition to education and cognitive 

development services.  The program emphasizes the role of parents as their childôs first and most important 

teacher and builds relationships with families to support student learning.  Head Start services are designed to 

be responsive to each child and familyôs ethnic, cultural, and linguistic heritage.   

 

Head Start Early Learning Outcomes Framework: Ages Birth to Five  
Head Start has designed a new framework to show the continuum of learning of infants, toddlers, and 

preschoolers. The Framework is grounded in a comprehensive body of research about what young children 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/58mnda33lo7s7ow/02%20OPK%20Race%20Poverty%20FP%20Schools.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/72710cm3avjytp0/03%20OPK%20Programs%20by%20County%20and%20Ranking%20for%20Expansion.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/72710cm3avjytp0/03%20OPK%20Programs%20by%20County%20and%20Ranking%20for%20Expansion.pdf?dl=0
https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/hs/sr/approach/elof
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should know and be able to do to succeed in school. It describes how children progress across key areas of 

learning and development and specifies learning outcomes in these areas. The Framework contains the Social 

and Emotional Development Domain, which then is broken down into Sub-Domains, Goals, Developmental 

Progressions, and Indicators, and includes resources and professional development for educators and families. 

Note: These resources are under review 

 

Å Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) 

The Early Learning System is works to ensure that early childhood education providers have the proper 

training to improve the quality of care and the learning experience.   This happens through subsidy assistance, 

education and outreach, and the Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) that provides parents 

information to make child care choices based on options, and gives child care workers training tools and 

professional development opportunities.  More specifically, Oregonôs QRIS raises the quality and consistency 

of child care and learning programs, and improves the professional development of early childhood educators 

through training and incentives.  Oregonôs QRIS is a voluntary system using a set of progressively higher 

program standards to evaluate the quality of an Early Learning and Development program, and supporting 

program improvement.   

 

Å Brain Building Ore gon  
A new website launched by the Early Learning Division with the Oregon Department of Education, to 

promote brain building in children from birth to five years old. The new site features 12 resources that are 

meant to serve as helpful examples for parents and caregivers who are supporting their children and getting 

them ready for kindergarten. Besides parents and caregivers, the website will also prove to be beneficial to 

early learning educators who are looking to add brain science into their work. 

 

 

PRESCHOOL TO KINDERGARTEN  
 

We all share the responsibility of being good stewards of our childrenôs future opportunities, and Oregon is 

making some fundamental changes to help ensure our students have a strong start needed for school success. 

There have been a number of actions taken to better align our early learning and K-12 systems to better 

prepare our children for kindergarten such as the Preschool Promise, Oregon Head Start Pre-Kindergarten 

(OPK), Early Learning and Kindergarten Guidelines, and the Partnership and Innovation Program. The state, 

school districts, families, and communities believe in the importance of preparing students in the early years, 

in order to be successful in school and life. 

 

¶ Early Learning Pre-Kindergarten (PreK -Grade 3 Alignment)  

ODE works closely with the Early Learning Division to strengthen opportunities for increasing access to an 

early education, either through the expansion of early learning centers, resources and supports for families in 

their communities, or standards alignment between early learning education systems to assist with student 

transitions.  The early learning years are characterized by tremendous growth in fine-motor skills, cognitive 

and language development, and social/emotional development.  Preschool prepares children to transition to 

kindergarten and provides an opportunity for children to experience a structured setting with other kids.  

 

¶ Early Learning Kindergarten Readiness Partnership & Innovation Program  

This program invests in promising models for connecting early learning and K-3 education across the state, 

and promotes community and school partnerships that result in measurable increases in childrenôs readiness 

for kindergarten.  The Program is designed to establish scalable and replicable models for P-3 alignment at 

http://triwou.org/projects/qris
http://www.brainbuildingoregon.com/
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the local level, with a focus on shared professional development for early learning providers and kindergarten 

teachers, supporting successful transitions into kindergarten for all children, and engaging families as equal 

partners in childrenôs learning and development. 

 

¶ Early Intervention/Earl y Childhood Special Education  

EI/ECSE services in Oregon build on the familyôs strengths to meet the special needs of their child. EI/ECSE 

specialists give family members, preschool teachers and caregivers ideas and help for working with and 

teaching the child. This is done in the places where the child usually spends time learning every day. The 

Oregon Department of Education contracts with local agencies to provide a statewide system of free services 

for young children with developmental delays and disabilities and their families, including: 

o Early Intervention (EI)--Individually designed services for children birth to three and support for 

parents to enhance children's physical, cognitive, communication, social emotional and/or adaptive 

development. 

o Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE)--Specially designed instruction for children ages 3 to the 

age of public school eligibility in the areas of communication, cognitive, social/emotional, adaptive 

and others. 

 

¶ Kindergarten Assessment  

The Oregon Kindergarten Assessment provides local and statewide information that gives families, schools, 

communities, and state-level policy makers with a snapshot of the social, self-regulatory, and academic skills 

of incoming.  The assessment also provides a consistent, statewide tool for identifying systemic opportunity 

gaps, determining Early Learning resource allocation to best support students in need, and measure 

improvement over time. 

 

Oregonôs Statewide Kindergarten Assessment includes measures in the domains of Social and Emotional 

Development, Approaches to Learning, Cognition and General Knowledge, and Language and Literacy.  The 

Kindergarten Assessment is administered within the first six weeks of kindergarten.  These skills are linked to 

future academic success and are found in Oregonôs Early Learning Standards and are used in Head Start 

classrooms and many preschools across the state.   

 

¶ Full -day Kindergarten 

Beginning in the 2015-16 school year, school districts were given access to state funding to provide a full-day 

kindergarten program. Now over 99% of Oregonôs kindergarteners participate in a full-day program. Children 

that attend quality full-day programs experience strong social-emotional and academic gains, improved 

attendance, and higher academic achievement in later grades. Effective routines and instruction, facilitation of 

social and emotional learning and family engagement are some key indicators of quality that promote these 

positive outcomes. 

 

ELEMENTARY TO MIDDLE SCHOOL  
 

Support for students transitioning from elementary to middle school has traditionally been designed and 

controlled at the local level under the authority of the LEA.  ODE provides guidance through our work with 

MTSS and Oregon RTI, as well as other recommendations for best practices.  These recommendations for 

best practice will continue as ODE creates guidance to LEAs to use in the development of their ESSA Title 

plans.  This guidance will include research based practices, professional learning opportunities, and additional 

resources. 

 




