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. . , - "‘/V.' N
R T , Preface

\

. order to rec ive® state financial support, Oregon by~adopting

-mandating competehcy based education (CBE)--the first state

. - -
. .
~ -

] toe ' v . -
X 4 '

‘\, Over the past decade, Qregon phblic educafion has been .
¢ ' -

»

mgv1ng toward an~eﬁtcome oriented approach to elementary and

secondary schooling\that has come to be called comp!tency

- ®

‘gased‘educétion*"~ The \ aPproach, diverse and evolv1ng over the

y%ars,-was clarlfied in the adoption of new Minimum State *
- ey + .

’Requirements for Graduation. by the Oregon State Board of

Educatioh in 19737 These requirements were‘the result of three

‘years/’f discussion and reView by educato;s and the public. '

Two years’after jpefr adopiﬁon, the new' graduation reqdire-

"ments became an integral part of a revision of a larger set of

A 4

administrative rules--the—new Minimum Standards- for Oregon ’ V4

¢«

Public Schools, adopted by the State Board 1n l974 The

t’"“"‘l__
fiqst nn1al rev1ew by the Board, in 1976, con51dered the

in rev131ons. original requiremehts were - cIarified and

modified (The current sé‘ of stanaards is presented in .

Appendix l)

Since all districts must comply with these standards in

the new gfaduation requireménts and new standard/: vas E - .

* . s

to do 80. . o ' I ﬁ—’\*v

L2 - % A | &
'

This paper desgxibes the evolution of the CBE movement
y -
in Orecon. "It discusses the characteristics of CBE and

suggests reasons for the .rapidly growing interest in it.” ,
. ‘ I. ) - “
\More specifically, the paper reviews the developméent of CBE

4

. -

S AT LT




policies ‘in Oregon, and discusses- (1) the districts' imple— .
- L 4
mentation of CBE requirements, and (Zrﬁroblems arising during

—.s f ’

/ implementation. \\ . o
AN

.

p .
. Ideas and information presented 'in other currentkdOCuments
N ) .

of the Oregon Competency Eased Education Program are reflected,

v

in part; in this paper. For example, Paper 2, Alternative

’ Models of Competengy Based Education, presents a more extensive’
N

discussion of the characteristics of ‘competency based education

\
and describes sbme potential variations. Paper 4, Strategies

-

'\ /e for ImplementatiOn of - CBE;!odels, diSfusses procedures for

\
'

facilitating CBE program idftallation-and fér maintaining- :
~ : A * i
= - effective program operation. "It also suzgests tentative

‘ implications for OCBE Program techintal.assistance actiVities. .

-

s Paper 6, Alternative Methodologies for Competency Based

] . .

| .
- Education——The‘State of the Art, dichSses-specific alternatiye
- - 2 - ’ -
methods used in CBE programs nationwide. r .
- L0 [y “ '- ( ' N u‘ . ‘ 1) ' - ) . ,.
. . . .« - - . _—
f . . s . - - .\1
. - ’ ;.

N . .' S , - viii
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- ¢ - ‘ N
. . -+ Chapter 1 °

L wWHAT IS COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION?

. . ’ . . . .
. . . - . R LI 3 ~
LR . °

CBE--An‘Emerging Concept '

At<;resent there is ndg s ingle agreed upon definition of.
I -~ *
CBE, nor even an agreement about the elements necessary for

- .

an educa@ional system. to call itself “competency based."

'This chapter attempts tOanlede a formal - definition that

may be helpful in dialogue beyond the borders of bregon s CBE. i

eﬁfort, and it relates that definition to some of those

.

eXternal effbrts.

4
The primary - focus of the definitaon, ‘%

+ . ’ \‘
however, is on CBE‘as it ex1sts in Oregon

a

/
J

Various edncational agencies have implemented programs O

" that might be termed GBE, though not all are éxplic1tly '

defined SO.

and some are'obvibus in the,notes on nationaT(eﬁfprts»which'
follow: . ) 5 L . N “

. .
- A

1. The Anchorage, Alaska'School District»adopted

. » M . : .
competency ‘based graduation requirements in basic

¢ - .
- 3 . . . -

English and mathematics. f . .-
.27 The Los Angeles School;Boardgspecifiesfa minimum .*
reading requirement‘for graduation: ‘ .
3. The Denver School qistrict reqnéres graduates to
\ demonstrate prdficiency in language, reading,l
spelling and arithketic. ' S i .
4. The'Floriaa s;stem allows a-"special" diploma.that

.ty
/\
AR

‘

indicates competency in basiqg skills,.
» B

'A- , .\/ \ v - . \' . .
\ . hd ' - ’ : ..\‘ l i

. . . 1o - LT e, )

.7/

*There are,numérous differences-among these programs

-
~

P




. . ,
- 1
’
. ¢ e e .- . Y .
. : ‘ .

. { Cos 5. fThe éa}y, Indiana schopl system will require .

-

’

- * . . . D . M
minimum combetencaes for graduatiorm. p

h .0 : ‘ 6. New York State has‘adopted an external hlgh school
.o T, dlploma, allowlng adults to quallfy for a dlploma :
{ . - ) .

. ' -through demonstration of- qompetencleg“ '

7. The Regional Learning Setvice of Central New Yotk has . - . ‘

S -developed a system by which adults may earn a

. R diploma through-counseling and assessment. The , .

. i procedures for attainment of the c0mpetenciQ are left
. - . , : »
' ¢ . - ‘to the individual student.
' . ' T

8. The Texas Adult Performance LevellProgram provides

. % }. 'adults w1th a way of galnlhg'a dlpboma by demonstratlng -

. Y, mastery of selected competencles. Adult skllls related

’ ' to consumer awareness, societal awareness and

B 5‘ ® . Y .
. S functional-literacy are ass&fsed by tests and ,
A Y o . : _' i , - . B

‘ interviews. ' ’ ) : -
9. The Virginia‘Standards of Quailtz;Act, e€ffective in '

s

July" 1976, requires-the development of ‘minimum ' .
educational objectives aﬁd5a uniform testing p:Pgram

in basic skills to be 1mp1emented within two years. !
These certainly -point to the seemlngly lelﬁhess varlatlons
\' '| . .
\\ on competency based educatlonv .There are patterns or cl:;tersg
P \ . e = . .

.- . of characteristics'emerging, however, and t ey'are summarized

/ .
below. - Co. ' ' ) .
’ \ A ‘ -~ - ) - -
) . " - 1.  comprehensive K-12' comp¥tency based education
) .
‘ : A s .- .
2 K-12 competency based basic educatlon e

. N ‘ tion ‘ o

competency based graduatlon requlrements

ﬁ; ‘adult competency based high school %ertxﬁléatlon

S ’ ) e 7

. o, . T ‘ ! P ' 2 N

PN :
. » ¢ B
- o« .
. A
o, . . .
* . I




5.- competency based eourse credlt& .

6.':competency based bgsrd‘skillsgdlagnosis and” remedlatlon cot

Y B competency*based assessment g v . ' \
‘ ) . CE : R P

g 8. competency based'iﬁstruction

- o - pt ) e e~
(3 . ~ . N ’
! 9. ‘faqstering of generic competencies ' ¢ : .
| fastering of generic competencies 't )
7 v ' * . ! R - ’ "
. " .+ CBECharacteristics by OCBE . , s
.. *° , * - Program Definition .

*. [ . 4

I'4

- In order to attempt to brlng aniiysifal clarlty to the ) v
. confus1on surroundlng the def1n1t10n ‘0f yCBE, the OCBE car T

. Program has proposed thehigllow1ng deflnltlon of CBE :
. </ T ¢ PN ) -
(Schalock 1976) Cr / . ‘ e
.a process that facilitates with a known : .. b
. . degree of effectiveness the acquisition of - T -
) Co . desired outcomes in learners+«=including .the ' e
' : ability to perform tasks related' to success .

» in, job or life roles, documents the achieve-

T ment of these tcomes, and 1lAnks graduation .
_ requirements to specified performance levels
or a partlcular set of outcomes. - S -

" »An underlylng ﬂrlnclple of competen y based secondary

education is the-bellef “that alr students should Jbe 1nte11ec- .
= .

«<
tUally and emotlonally prepared to cdbe w1th socfetal demands

-

upon the cpmpletlon of hlgh school Ftv ,alements of schoollng

'are basic to tﬁe,pregon State CBE pollc which is leadlng V,'J ﬂ

Oregon school d1str1cts toward the reallzatlon of\that béllef
] > e @ . PPN

L

1« competency, 1dent1f10at10n - A C ' .
- ¢ -
competen;y based instruction ’ v =

¢ ]

2
ot -3, evaluation of studént performance on coﬁpetenciés ‘ R
4 cert1f1cat10n of students dn the baSlS of

[ . »

. demonstratlon og competenbles . T LY.

v v ‘ . v
. Q« - . . o . . -
.

- ~ . 12 T




program evalqatlon and mod1f1cat10n based on student

ach1evement of competenc1es_ '

. .
-

»
.

Although there are other useful analyses of CBE, thls—

one Best,characterlzes CBE in Oregon and estah&ishe boundarles

¢ .

for dls»USSIHg 1t.
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Chepter 2

i . ) ° ’ " . L 3 4
. . . WHY THE INTEREST IN CBE? /
, ) ~ N . . , T '

The Bublic Doﬂar"q;jd the Public Mye

i

b . h - 4 . ’ < N " ¥ v
From a level of 10 billion dollars 'in 1950, expenditures
. for education have soared to 110 billion déllars in 1975:. of

.

" +this, some 80 percent“is public funds. .The public is in-

crea51ngly ask1ng for. an accounting’of thlS huge 1nvestment
-
There seems to be a spec1al concern Wlth "how the system is

. ’ ‘ (
i exert;ng organlzatlohal control for preparing young people

-

'_‘.,cope wnakthe 1n-creas'1ngly complex wo:sld that will be

challenglng their skllls as arents, consumers, and citizens. -

ered an adeguate basis for judging their"qualrt§. Evaluating,

the dutcomes of schoolind offers a more viable way to insure
" and demonstrate at our schools really do prepare studente,

not only for college' and for development of their potential
in general.ways, but more_particp%arly,és knoﬁledgeable adulgq.'

A Developipf Indictment

v

1,
Both the popular and profe831onal press have expressed

"the generally felt conoern for the 1nah111ty of many of
)today s.fouth to enter adult éoc1ety. A report of the
Natidnal Association of Secondary School Princpals summarized

many of those concerns:




-

+ 1. Seores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) have

. -
- 1 i - 3

fallen from a mean of 473 on the verbal section .

in l965 to a mean of 434 1n l975 and fipm a mean

. pf 496 on thewﬁrthematlcs section in l965 to a mean

3

of 472 in 1975. -

Y
3

2. The Natlonal Assessmerit of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP)

Y

in l975 ‘reported ‘a decline in science knowledge ' Q
among American students between 1969 and 1973 equiva-

.lent to a half—year loss 1J learning.
‘e

3. NAEP also has reported in"a nationwide survey of 17

"
»

year old students and youhg adults that many consumers

are not prepared to shop .wisely because of the1r
. ‘
. 1nab111ty to use fundamental math pr1nc1ples such
3 . ) y .

T ;o :;éjlgurrng w1th fricﬁlons ‘0r. working with percents.ﬂ
’ 4, nty-three million Americans are functipnally >
,‘ L | ‘1ll1terate, accordlng to‘ study sponsored by theé 'u.s. ,
. i Office of Education.. . ) ~ |
. 5 . 5. Comparative surveys of wr1t1ng skllls in l970 and 1974 - .
~

show 13 and 17-year old youth to be,using a more llmlted//
vocabulary and wr1t1ng in a shorter, more ;prlmer-llke .
_style in 1974 than in 1970. T ' . ‘
(//hmerican College Testing (ACT) program also has
reported~a decllne in the average scores of students .
2 - ‘ ) ‘_applyrng for college ‘admission. ) 7 .

S 7. The Association of Amerfcan Publishers revised its

-+ testbdBk study guide for coIlege freshmen in l§75,

} < gearing the - read1ng level dowq,to the ninth grade.
_— .8.lCollege offlc1als, bu51ness firms,(and publlc agenc1es
» are dismayed at the 1nab111ty of younger persons to
d— /"\) : express themselves clearly in writing. KNASSP, 1976). -




¢ " ) l

The Educa@l _Response )

Y
AN

- v

- " . Although the public concern over reports of the purported

>

portion of their students has been an
]

* failure -of American schools to adequatily servé at least some
y : e

important force of the P

*;evolv1ng CBE movement the major 1n1t1at1ves have cqme from

. f : . v 4 N e 4

professionai ducators. Many-educators have been workipg for ‘a

"CBE movement. Perhaps th1s helps to-explaln.' s rapid growth.

4

A recent survey by the’ Na ional Center for Bducatxonal

3

, Stat1st1cs reports that CBE a lv1tres are'occurrlng "in 29
states with a combined student(population of over 31 million
(which) represents about 67 gdrcent of the total public
~school enrollment in the hnited States” (Goor et al., 1976)

In reviewing the grow1ng commltment to CBE oh the part

. LY

of states, Dr. ‘Chris P1pho, Assoclate Director of Research

~

/' and Informatlon Serv1ces of the Education Commzss1on of the

C

States,,observed in the June 1976 Natlonal Assessment of

Educational Progress Newsletter that leglslailon is- mov1ng

‘through state capitols so rapidly "that day to day. bulletlns

( are needed to keep ﬁp..." This growing' 1nterest in the imple~
0

mentation of CBE has he1ghtened the 1mportance of studylng CBE

} in Oregon, yhere state pollcy level support for 1ts 1mplemen-
‘ L]

v;atlon dates back at least five years, . a 'lg.
. ‘/.} ’ 2 “.

' 1 - T e

-+
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(required)... graduates of the classg of 1978 to demonstrate
~ / N :
proficiencies in 20 areas. Perhaps|because of Oregon's well-
.publicized decision,_interest grew fluring 1975 and 1976 so that ’

some 20 jurisdictions currently include competencies as part

o

of their requirements for the Cigh school diploma." -

) Movement towards CBE in, Oregon began thh a commltment‘

-

to graduate students who had demonstrated competenc1es judged

1mportant for funotaonlng in today's complex soc1ety That
»

[3 .

was but the' begxnnzng\ Under state and local impetus, CBE has o

-

A ’

.grown to include through the new Minimum Standards the major

. elements of a comprehensive competency based approach to school-

.

lng w(ah 1s descrlbed in the ‘llovung chapters. g

- ( ° "! . »

-

S
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| : : yﬁg_EVQLUTION-oF:c‘ \pQLICIES Ifho;EGON’
‘.‘ N \// ‘ " -New -Gr’aduatic;n RéQUir‘emepts" ’ | ,

»

N T!Edltlonally, Oregon s Lraduation requirements, which

. were establlshed in 1878, 'were based on the student.earnlng
uunits Qf credit by successful;y*éompletlng 2 minimum number

. 1
’ LN

of. hoursgf classrvom WOrf Althouch thesé .requirements .
‘v" were revlewed ahd‘rev£3ed petlodlcaily, the basis of: the: .fﬁ
| requ&rements,.the Carnegie un1t,trema1ned’unchanged: l .
-~ .“ In the 1960 s‘Snd 1970 s it became apparent to’ the Oregon .

-~ N *
Boird Eéucatlon that the tradlthna graduatlon re u1remedts !
q

were meetlng ne1ther the changing needs of students nor the

W '

&
%ncerﬁg qf the publlc ‘and the educatlonal proféssion. -Séme

,' - of the educatlonal trends recently emerging in Oregon and the

[ ’ /‘ »

f;‘ _natlon that lnfluenced the Board to ctonsider an/alternatlve

»

F  peans of certlfylng sthdents are 11sted below

P

e :v'i, ghe currlculum,was chang;ng. <§o;e innovative courses.
were mak1ng4the tradltional graduation‘réquirementsr
’ . : i~\gnreaddsti;'and;inadeguate{e~’ - ] o
. 2. The preograms of/the schools were being adopted to
. *the needs o{ all students, not Just ‘those who were '
'college-bound . '5' R ' .
' 3. Procedures to measure’ student achleveme t in s,
- ‘ .
, P of educatlonal outtones were belnq called for by '
. ) . the’ ad%ocates of accountaﬁlllty.. -
. { / /o : . LT
- :, . . ) v «
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o Potteutes veatning exsersonote ghe e

+0ff-campus learnlng experienc¢s Were capturijng the

1nterest of educators, student nd the communlty - h N

) + . 0

17 5. Major state\qlde programs (inusuch a‘reas as career S

development) were belng developed to’ respopc!'\te

°

‘specific student needs e

e - | < . Y. '/, § .
; * ’ . - * sy, "\' : f '
/’ .. 6. Employers and others began callﬁig“for’afmeanlngful . °
N - ']. v . ” "' h ',
’ "abllltles. o,r|b co?npetenc1e‘s ol - N
b .. i " . ’
‘ e - ' Furt-hermore, several events took place 1n Oregon. that

'\“

h1gh schoql credentlal, cectrfylng graduates' S co

. ? hd

. /' . sxgnaled a w1tilngness td“consxder changr‘g thergraduatlon ." M
t/ 'Y +
¥ - ‘)I b

. —~— req;uremen:ts (0‘11ver 1974) The‘ events were oo t-*,

. o

L 4
1. Innovat}ons by some 5 the state 5 schoo} dlStrlCtS '
’ I} s ' -
'in the 1960'5 lndlcated a wllllngness t;d develop n%h;

A

. ; \ ! edu’catlonal pr‘ograms along the ~lJ.n<=.~s of cempetelxcy
’ -7 . . A
based educatlon i & 6‘\" O Y

v

-
B

. - ! ot ! T i L
N

\J
2. A 1969‘ "Needs AssesSment S’i:udy" was. conduct;ed by the
‘ "W

. Department of ’Educatlon to detemlne what the gen’eral .l ) K

" R

publlc, educators, studepts, and hlgh school dropouts . 1

LN felt were 1mportant aspect:s of. the «state ,s.ed,ucatlonal

.ls . ‘0 - - - f v

a , R program. o ‘.-.".' L :|p\‘,-_ ;o s L

3. HA- 1969 70 study orfmgh school ;}zﬂdua&pn requ:,rements ,’"L ;

-~

P conducted by the pregon Assocxa)tfon .0f Secondary Schodl

'Adm,inrstratons at the. request of the. Superlnténdent C e
/ ' of P‘u.blio Instr-uction ré'sulf:ed in recommenda’trons later’
i 1ncorporated in the graduatlz:n requ,lrements.

- .
v , ‘ o v - -
3. Publlc meetmgs in late 1969 and early \ 1970 which were:

. . conducted by’ the.state supermtendent and some members

of the Board of Education e11c1ted strong publl(c <4

. - A

' Q9 R D N ‘ 10
'ERIC . . 1/ . 0




statements offaqsire for changés in.educational programs. .
A - . : :

legislative action,jprimarily the development of two ’

jeducatlon bllIS by an interim commltEee of the }971
L]

leglslatlve session, signaled leglslat1ve de81re for

[y
4

-chan e. i ‘ o
g . : 7 /1

The fLrst/draft of the new graduatlon requirements and a

Plah for 1mplehent1ng them-were- approved by the State Board

of Education in September 1971, The Oregon Association of
‘Secondary School Admlhlstrators, the 6regon PQA, and many other
education-reltated oroups rev1ewed this and subsequent qfafts )
\ In alil, four drafts were§developed before the State Board of

, Educatlon\d/flcially approved the''graduation, requlrements 1n

' - September 1972 for 1mpleﬁentation {lth the Qraduatlng classes

«

- - [ N b .
oF 1978. 2. o 5} .

: One of' the 1ssues in these dlscu581ons centared about

. -

“3urv1val level %ompetenc1es The f1rst draft llsted all the

..surv1val skllls a student would,need-ln order to graduate,
opqratlng fron;the assumptlon that spec1f1catlon of mlnlmum
{ ,

competencxes in the state graduat&on requirements would

.

assure equal educadional oppoftunltles for every student in f
' T4 P
Oregon )

»

The prevaillng argument, mainly ﬂrom schooi dlstrlcts,

~

was that by ,eélfYIDg minimum competenc:les the state would

take away the traditional right of school digtricts to define

theiT owh educatlonal programs’ determ;ned by local needs ﬂThe

final version left the determanation of survival lebel

- L4

¢, competencies to individual school districts.: *
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~ Teacher Standards and Y
) « * L] d /

A . . . o , .o, '
\ . * - .’ Practices-Commission ' :

.'.'

N

tfound‘to be/jﬁ\ylolatloq of Oregon statutes Qr performance

. * \

. . - o~
[ , “ |

Codcurreqtly with the development of the state policies
for cdibetency Baéed q\aduatxon requlremehts, the Peacher <
Standard and_Practlces Comm1331on was establ1shed. Through

thxs agegéy, Oregon educators exert aithority to maintain

N

and*1mprove performance of'members of the education. profess1on.

“'"The’ Comm1s510n, coniposed offteachers, admxnlstrators and '

representatives of teacher preparatlon 1nst1tut10ns, estab- .

2
lishes rules for cért1f1cat10n, {ssues teach1ng cert1f1cates,

ang takes appropriate dlsc1p11har¥ action‘'against teachers

“~

A

‘Q{"

standards./ Add1t10nally/’the Commission, throudh the Experlence'

P

Assessment Board,«{\p:ements the cert1f1catlon of admlnlstra-

f, - *
tion on the bas1; ompetency a exper1ence. ) ; j/
“ R et - ). :
St . State Goals for.Education . = ' - -~

— ry -
. 5 . o,
' Ed L

.

-

The state goals become effectlve September 1, 1975.

g

These goals, adapted by the State Board of Educat1on, g1ve

5‘* L
d1rect10n to all the 1nstructional programp of the public

schools in Oregon "By settlng goals to prepare students to

~~

function effeétjvely, in six life roles (1nd1v1dual léarner,

producer, c1tlzeﬁJ consumer, family member), the Board has.
/
established a posture for the public schools that emphaslzes

_ the outcomes of educatlonz Furthermore, the doals provide

a foundation upon which-logal districts may build their goalek

sted planning.: The Minimunl Standards do not specify

U »
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A .
L4

compllance criterla, but rather state that "the goals shall o

-be - 1mplemented through- the dlstrlct _program "and course goals
(Minimum Standards, 1976).
L] .« .
4 \
Oregon's Goal-Based'Planning Model /
as a Framework for CBE i '

of each local school district"”

. ’ . N
o, .
a .

" A major force in support of competency based education

in Oregon has been a state planning model for elementary and,
. ) )

secondary schools based on the settfng of goalsui Goal-based

‘blanning helps the schools become "accountable" to the coﬁmun-ﬁ
-1t1es that support them by shifting twe empha51s ftom input .

(ch1efly resources) gg outcomes (1den;1fy1ng, planning, teaching,

and measuring those skills which the conmunity expects ‘from its
draduates). : - e .

*

Oregon's goai-based planning model provides a framework

—Y . .
for CBE. The Oregon model has 10"stegs. Each step may be

. . . ."
implemented in the schools by adoptfng the procedures of one

or more o the minimum stamdards. Aan expfanation of each of

" the lO.a{eps and a summary of’the minimym st;ndard approprlate

to each ségp follows.

g |

1. Goals-are set or revised. The standards require school dis-
tricts to develop interrelated sets of district, program,
‘and specific course goals. Goals are based on the ‘educa-
.tional needs or preferences of the cannunlty

2. Assessment is conducted. School districts are to collect
) ‘and report assessment data and other information about’
studeht perfoffdnce that relates to the program.and
gourse goals. The district shall also measure andcerti-
fy individual student progress toward development of the
minimum campetencies required for graduation. !

-

13




Needs are identified. Districts will identify discrepancies
between desired and actual student ac;uevemerq: ¢ By adopting
and implementing diagnostic procedures, districts will assure °
identification of each student's learnmg strengths,

probleris, interests, and potential in relgtion to the /

basic skllls, as weld as program areas needing improve-

ment.

N - . a oy
Needs are pripritized. Once identified, needs are placed L
in order according to importance. .

Objectives are de€veloped or modified. At this point in the
planm'{lg cycle the districts adopt and implement plans and
procedures to meet the instructional needs of students g

"by providing objéctives or activities that address - -
learm_ng strengths problens, interests, or ha.ndlcaps v

, . o WA =

Alternative plans are identified. Although there may be a
nugber ~of altemgt.we waygy tor making program improve-
ments to meet priority , the subject areas for’
instruction are mandated.’ These are camunication
skills, mathematics, sc1ence, social science, ;health
education, physical education, music education, ¥nd
the visual and performing 5. The requirements for
attendance are also establighed. , '

I d

A plan is 'selected or modified” A feasible plan for ° Co
instruction selected by a district would be based on

its available resources and constraints but would,
according to the standards, provide students with ‘the
opportunities to acquire knowledge and skills in at

least three areas: .personal develépment, social res- p

_ponsibility, and career development. It is in these

three areas that the minimum camwpetencies required
for graduation are to be dc?el'oped. : .

Resources are allocated or shifted. Resources for con-
ducting the instructional program are identified, °
budgetary camnitments are made, and funds are-allo-.
cated.

-

The plan is inplemented. The standards require school
districts to implement the high school graduation
requirements - adopted by the Staté Board of Education
and to establish administrative policies and proce-
dures to insure that educational programs will
be conducted effectively.

1

Y

y



A
~

14
s

roo

10. . The outcomes of the plan are evalugted ”leferances
" between ™actual" and "intended” outcomes are identified
and judgments are made- to take corrective ‘steps. The

-¥ ° standardd speak to this point in the planning cycle by -

establishing the requirements for diglomas and certificates
of competency. ' To repeat, "A diploma shall be granged .
upon fulflllment of all credjt, competency, and attendance
requirements set by the staté and local district" and’

a certlflcate of competency may be awarded to those
students "who have met some, but not all of the reguire~-
ments for a diploma, and have.chosen to end their formal
school experiences." '

R
~ .
v

Program Budgeting Systems.

1

4

While the new budgeting aAd accounting system was not

-developed by the state, it has a close coqgelatlon with the“\ef’

1

statew1de plannlng model used in Oregon. Unlike the

tréditional "line-item" system, the new system allows ¢ -

the costs of programs to be measured. This system.gives school

systems the capability of getting to the real issues of

accountability: "Are we getting the value from education in

relation to the costs?" The eregon Board of Education has

requlred ‘that all districts comply w1th the new budgetlng /

’

and accounting system.to level III by July of 1976.

L

. 1 Y
The New Minimum Standards

for Oregon Public Schools
' N

In 1974, the new Minimum Standards for Onegon Public

Schools W!re passed by the Oregon Bqard«gf Education. 1In

\
Max_;975, the Pre- publlcitlon Draft of the Elemeptary

and Secondary Guide for Oregon Public Schools was approved

- s,

) e 15,
29 X -

y
~
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. The.purpose of the Guide was to define the new Minimum

Std dards)in termsi§f perfermanee requiremepts for publie . .
» scleols. ' The Guide oﬁflinea "indicators'of compliance." |
£ .a school district could meet all o€ the'indicators of . -
cempgiance, the district would be certified as a ";tahdard"
- district. . Additionally, the Guide outlined "indicators of
quality." The qﬁality indicatorgfcoulq_pe considered to be
the proces’s goals 'for sghool distri‘cts’ .while the, compliance

indicators established the minimum reqﬁirements for school

~ v
- distgicts, the!z:ality indicators went beyondethe minimums .
) in eetting high éoals.
In 1976, the Orégon Board revised the new standards.
Theinew standards are discussed‘in the following Chapter" T
and are presented in Appendix 1. A review of theoGuide o

is under way and hill be available early in 1977.
A summary of some. of the shifts in policy 1mp11c1t 1n the .

major pollcy dec151ons reviewed above ,is presented in Figure 1.
o , -

o)

J




‘ 4> Summary of the Shifts in Policy 4
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Chapter -4

«

-WHAT IS COMPETENCY BASED EDUCATION IN OREGON?

i [

' v . oo , ] . . L
While all the Oregon‘educational policy changes-discussed
g .
1n the prev1ous chapter have helped to‘.hpport and “quide the

_emergence of CBE 1n OregOn, it is the new-Gn.duatlon Requlrements
and mofe recently and compreheh51vely the new Minimum Standards

which prov1de focus and support for local CBE implementagion

P

'efforts. In the pages that follow, therefore, a detailed

-

discussion of those standards is presented.

P/
Orégon Mininmm Requirements for High School Graduation o
. ] . T

-

-~Wlth the adoption of these requlrements in 1972, the Oregop
Boasd . of Education :equlred a comprehen51ve 1mplementatlon
response from Local dlstricts-by 1978, allowlng a 51x-year

perlod for .the development of dbmpetency based graduatlon

.

systems. - Because the new requlrements changed the crlterla

for determlnlng whetherlo¥ npt a student merits a. hlgh school
I "\ .
_dlploma, they also chanaed the\systems for measurlng and
0 A
recordlng student perﬁormances of these crlterla. Whereas

one majof requnrement for students is now the successful
» .
demeﬂétratlon of rlct detérmined competencles, several
o ! ?
requlrements for the dlstrlcts themselves anagzelated, 1n--

'7

’ cludlng the folle1ng - ’, . ., D ? " ';'“

. 1. Identlflcatlon of performance 1nd1cators acceptable

k)

. 5‘ to ‘the dlStI‘lCt as eyldence that 1nd1v1@pl studen‘ts

LI

have %ttalned the spec1f1c anlmum competencies..

Y

-




Development of mechanisms to assure careful monitoring

.

' of student progress in attaining competencies and

.provisions for appropriate instructional help.

Development of recordkeeping sistéms to insure that
student achievement of cempetencies is documented and

. , )
.transferred to student transcripts.

Development of "course -statements" relating to the

,
LY

-graduation requirements for all secondary-level
J - -

courses (e.g., statements of goals, minimum competen-
cies to be tatht in courses, instructional options,

and evaluation methods).

L4
*

[N

L g

-

Oregon Minimum Standards for Public Schools

The” new minimum standards which incorporafe the new

gmum graduatlon requ1rements were adopted by thé Oregon

ard of Educatlon in 1974. _,6Local d1st5}cts are requlred to-
o .
implement them,on a staggered scheduletbeglnnlng in 1975 and

€

ending in 1981. - Table l presents the broad 1mplementat10n
schedule w1th all the standards presented in Appendlx 1 taklng

force 1mmed1ately except as noted in the Table. These standards,

=

wh1ch are used.t3 evaluate sihools and mike school districts

eligible,for state financial‘support, dhanged the focus of

» . .

<4
school accreditation.® While the previous stahdards focused

‘on system "inputs" (the number of books in the library, classroom.
) B ' s . - ! 't )
. & space, recreation equipmept, etc.), the new standards .focused

’ : . . . : ' :
on system - "outcomes" and "processes" (content and method of -

. - o . - N
instruction, -student gkills,  teacher prepgration, etc.).
" AT . , *
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v . -~
- 3

3

Cbmpetency.bgfed'féaturgs of the new minfﬁhm standards for

Oregon school accreditation are listed pélow:

. P
» 1. Provision to elementary students of opportunities. to

acquire knowledge and skills applichble to the minimum

competencies required for graduation as adopted by
the receiving high séhool.v "L T

* 2. Adoption of a system of 1nstruct10na% plsﬁnlng whlch '
will: prov1de for establlshlng goals (K-12); allow , ‘
? \ -

for community participation in seléctlng instructional

outcomes; include assessment of student performances:

= v

and apply these data to decisiong on instructional R
\ priorities and program changes.
il {Eifiation of'a classroom system‘Bf_diagnosis.and ~
preségiptign to assure that each éhild acquires
basic communicatién and‘mathematics skills a:z also

acqulfes a basxs for ach1ev1ng competenc1es.

3

4
v

4. Adoptlon of pollcles and programs which assure that
serv1ces such as transportatloh, building cons:nuction,
- 3 .
. , and media centers effectively support the operation

of the competency based instructional program.

4

It ;hOuld,be noted that the only sense in @hiqh these
‘ . ‘ .
standards are "minimum" is that all districts must comply with

them. They are not minimum relative to the concept of CBE

-

since they gq further than any obhe;«cur;ent statewide policy

in requiring that elements of €BE be. implemented by local
school distr%cts and since they lggitimiée the most enthusiastic
- \ . -

apsﬁgaches.to CBE implementation which local districts may choose.

, .
.
, .
’ ! L

- I .20
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B . ( ‘TABLE 1
IMPDEMENTATION SCHEDULE

&

.
-

-
0

-~

Minimum Standards for Public Schools QChapter $81, Divis.io;l 22 Oregon 'A'dministrative Rules) are
effective for the 1976-77 school year, and loczﬁ school district-accreditation will be based on those
rules beginning with. the 1976-77 school year, WITH SHE FOLLOWING EXCEPTIONS:

-
s

ADMINISFRATIVE RULE ‘ SCHOOL YEAR EFFECTIVE -~
S, 1977-78 . 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
pe A T : “— - -
Instructional Planning . . Y
581-22-208. ’ :
2. Assessment’ - ’ X .
3. Needs Identification ‘ X
* 4. Program Improvements |. P X
LK
. Educational Program , \
581-22-218 ° oL Y, X
Elemen Instruetion Applicable
to Requffed Competencies
581-22-222 X
Local District Responsibility - : o
for Implementation.., A
581-22-236 i
2, \Certify attaienjhent of X
competencies necessary )
_ . to read, write, speak, ¢
listen, analyze and
’ compute R '
- 3. Certify attainment of X
. all competencies . .
2 N
4 ALL 581-22 RULES (20'0-300).,EXCEPT AS ABOVE--EFFECTIVE 1976-77
- I 5 ' ’ ~ ! g
o
' i N -
' .
- - 4 . '
5 1 o
O LA . s B 21 |
‘ .o V) R X
’ ' i / . ‘\".

—

-
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‘ s Organization and Legal Basis \ »
L 4 * 3

Q{ﬁthe_yjnimum Standards

A
L]

The Minimum/Standards are found in the Oregon
“ . . / * - Y
“Administra‘}ve Rules (OAR) which the Oregon Board develops

)

s and with 'which all)public schools must comply."(See Appendix I)

The purpose of the Standards is to-provide evaluative criteria by

*>
dhich'schools‘ma§ become "Standard"'and thereky be eligible
to receive flnanc1al support from the General Fund of the

. State of Oregon. ' The_Superlbtendent of Publ;c Instructlon1

' initiates standardization visits to public elementary ‘~ .

and secondary schools on a regular.ba31s and m;y classify

a school to be %pandard Non- standard, or cOndltlonaily

" CBE and the Minimum Standards’

Standard, J(OAR 22-202-04)

3’

EIements of competency based education have'been described
for the pugpose of this paper in Chapter 1. CBE in Oregen,
hozever, is not-a single concept tbat can be isolated'a?d ‘

7 defined outside of the .total educational picture. Competeﬁcy

1dent1f1cation, 1nstruct10n, méasurement, and recordkeeplng
processes At the state or local levei may be singled out for !
examination, but i 1mp}eﬁéntation and operatlon.the intention
is to link them with the total outcomes of schooling. At the
local scbool districtllevei, the linkage of competencdes and
outcomes is largely‘a local responsibility, with ?hidelines 7
” . ‘

and direqpions from the Oregon Department of Education. This

* relationship is illustrated in ‘Figure 2.
\‘l‘ . > ’ '

-
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The relationship between the elements of 'CBE and the.

. p / .
Administrative Rules contained in the Minimum Standards is

illustrated by Taple 2. ¢

s

N '
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= R Table 2 '

- ) : A COMPARISON OF THE MINIMUM STANDARDS WITH oD

" ,THE ELEMENTS OF CBE #

L

Oregon Admin-
istrative

s~ ] ) .
‘ Rule Number OAR TITLE _CBE Elements

.I '/

22-200 | Definitions . - | Definitions ‘of CBE element§
— v in the Oregon context.

. 22-201" Goals for Elementary and ° | Identification of outcomes;
. Secondary Education » T T

’
&

. 22-208 Instructional Planning < {Identification of outcomes
l . .Measurement of outcomes.
- - v

22-218 Educational Program Instruction designed to

: ‘ support outcomes and the
= , * . ‘| unique needs and abilities
' ‘of students.

’ ~ .
Recordkeeping that allows
the parents, teacher, and
student to monitor student

' o progress toward meeting
- outcomes. . .
|22-221 Elementary Insttuctional Instruction designed to

‘ Program > support outcomes.

22-222 Elementary Instruction - 'Instgﬁtfion designed to
Applicable to Required support‘compg;encie3>\
Competencies . <

22-226 Graduation Requirements | Instrxuction designed to
S .o support outcomes and-
QUtcomes
competencies. : o

Y L]

. - \4 -
22-228 Diplomas -and Certificates’| The requirement that com-
of Competency petencies must be demon-
. . - |strated.as a requirement |
for graduation.

22-231 Perfotrmance Requirements |The identification of grad-/i
o for Program Completion uation competencies defineg
. ‘ : ' T ‘ in life-role terms. Mea-
' surement of competencies.
Competency recordkeeping.
< ) | Instruction designed to .

. , s|support compfetencies. Thel, .

. ) . . permitting of flexible X
: L ) . settings for cempetency .
Q ‘ lé?rning. :




Table 2
(cont.) . )
A’ COMPARISON OF THE MIEE&UM\STANDARDS WITH

THE ELEMENTS OF CBE

] . P \; e o
Orégoq Admin- . = -~ .
istrative , oo .
Rule Number OAR TITLE ' CBE Elements

22-234 Developing Appropriate Instruction designed to
Electives and Additional | support outcomes and unique
Course offerings beyond needs of stud%nts.

State Minimums - T

Local District Responsi-, (Compliance dates)

bility for Implementation '

. . ‘ / Y




4 ° .
)‘

the Oregon Administrative Rules 22-200 through 22-236.

The CBE elémep%s of the Minimum Standards are found in

e

The Standards contain other requirements for 1gcal

)

school districts that do not pertain to CBE or instructional

.

services.

Y
» H

The following paragraphs discuss, initurn, each of the
standards that express or imply-a "demand"” for implementing
4
competency based education in Oregon. The standard is.

- described and its relation to CBE is analyzed. -Quotations

- o
appearing «in these descriptions are from the Standards.

N —

OAR 22-200, Definitions o —

This section of !!e Rules defines the terms that _are used

v

in the remainder of the standards. While the definitions de

-~ = . * . y '- % .
not’ require any-special action by rlocal school .districts,
N

they are extremely"ihportant for thj;interprétation by

local districts in their implementation of the Standards.

L=

?
Reference will be made to the definitions when it;is

. appropriate.

OAR 22-201, Goals for Elementary

4
and Secondary Education .

/ ’

+

" The State Board of Education statewide goals for eléemén-

tary and secondary education give direction to all ‘the

instruftional programs of the public schools in Oregon./
t . _
By setting doals to prepare students to function effec-
4 - .

tively ‘in six life roles, the Board has established a

3

- ~ :36 -~ 27




~

posture for the public schools that emphasizes the outcomes

: : r " :
of education. This Rule states: "...every student in the »
elementary and secondary schools have the opportunity to

[ . ~

.learn to function effectively in sjix life roless .
Individual "' 'i . - \
Learner
Producer . © e 3
Citizen ' . .

Consumer, and- '

I

’

F%mily Member."
While these statewide goals, 'which became effective
Setpember ‘1, 1975, do not specify the compliance require-

ments for the lqcal district, they do state that the "goals

,shélL,be ihplemented through f{he district, program'and course

goalé of each local school disyrict."” They thus provide

[ . -

leadership and.continuity,across the CBE programs being mounted

t

in each’'Oregon school district.

. , N

OAR 22-202 through 206

These stegﬂg::: establish the legal basis for the -

/ .
Minimum Standards d outline the procedure for standardiza-
tion visits to local, distrjcts. R
) - '

OAR 22-208, Instructional Planning . -

mhis complex standard, while not mentioning the concept
of,“competenbies," is the fouhdation stone upon which ,the .

~ S b N

‘ I3
Oregon Department of Education built the new Minimum

- . - ’

o




Standards.

\

'The Rule states "Each loca

ft)

and implement a system of instructional program planning

and assessment..."

‘ . .
Note that the local di'stTict is required

district shall adopt "

AN

\

to 1mplement a system of 1nstruct10nal program Ejannr;g and

.

&
.a system of instructional program assessment. The rule

then specifies in subseetion 1 what theilocal d}strict.must

do in order to demonstrate that they have'imp}ementéd“a system

of, program planning. Each districe must adopt end-implement
sets of goals ineluding the following:

(a) Distrigt goals... ¢ ) Y .

m goals contributing to achievement!
L)

(b) Pro

of districs_goals...

(c) Course goals contributing to achievegeﬂr

»
of program goals...

The ratlonale for thls requirement is that it requires

)

e
local d1str1cts to publlcly identify a¥l the outcomes of

schooling that they will be responsible for teaching, ..
: S, @
not just the*minimum competenc1es Tequired for graduation’s
. There are no sub]ect matter or styl;stlc constralnts R
onghdse goals other tha% that they should be written in -

student outcome terms. It is in these district, program

and course goals that the h1&hest 1deals of the local 5

AN

the disfrict,requirements

school d1str1kt,w1ll .be" found.

Subsections 2 and 3 outline

%ﬂ?impleménting a system of instructiomal program assessment

he basic skills. °

»

According to the (proposed) Guide
"To be i i i i i '

"To in compliance with @hls requirement, several steps
, -~ ' are necessary: ’

(S ' ‘

ERIC. o Jo
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select the prngrams in which assessment is to take

r

pla e,

exagine the programs to:deteymine the extent to

which reading, writing, and computing are either

developed or applied in neaching the ?oals the .

district has adopted for such Programs;

-perform a soumnd assessment of studenpt ;erfofmaﬁce

on'these basic skills applicable to tﬁe prégram;
A

d. report the results to the local eommunity."

(Pre-publication draft of the Elementary/Secondary Guide. )

Subsection 4 of this standard requires districts to
develop policies and procedures for making program improvements
in the %asic skiils based on the assesSment cqoriducted under
subsection {.,// ‘ . .

. The rationale behind this rule can beﬂtraced to previous
versions ef the Minimgm Standgrds that required distiicts to
assess the effectiveness of all programs through the §iogram
goals. Since districts did'not have the capabilities to
conduct .program gqal assesSment throughout the entire

‘N

system, they were allowed to conduct assessment in‘the'basic‘

skills oniy: This assessment must be conducted through \\&\

<.

]

L ‘e .
existing -ipstructional programs, however. ¢




e

" shall have adopted procedures to:- ) .

4

,district.

e

~ " .
\ .
- ’&- {
. '
. N
OAR 22-218, Educational Program , N

N\ . -

Each school district in compliance with thils standard.

§

rd
¢

S~

- ] \ '.,'
’ 1. TIdentdfy'individuals' learning strengths and

weaknesses; !
- ’ %

2, Provide Jearning opportunities for students
) v ~— . —— . 14

-

responsive to their needs; . . .
» . .
3. Determine progress students make in their )
° L] —~ ., . .
educational program;

4. Maintain student progress recprds and report the

information to parents and students.
\ . A

The purpose of this standard is to insure ‘that all-studengs o
, - N . Y

>

v

'~ have the opportunity to achieve "district édopted learner

outcomes, requirements f&r graduation and personal §?als"'

within the educational enwironment, provided

— g

vy f L | 1

Implicit inthis &tandard is a strong move toward individual-

. w

ization of educationa% prééxams“gcordbﬂ% tb the needs of
PO N *

N .

e

“t

A

students. Whereas OAR-22-208 requires aiSt}icts'tq state

thec goals of a district, this standard requires.that e

instruction be tailored to meet th&individual needs of .
students. > s )
‘ \ "2 7
y ! BN & ’
s . S
) ’ ‘
» . R 4 . ‘,’
‘ 4
’ - 31
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. ' : 7

g -
g[DZ\“R 22—‘222 E_‘emenbary Instruction
-
., 4gplicable to Required CompetenCies & e
[ P - ) ‘g r ! ] .
C . . This section of'therstandard requires eiementaryidistricts

+

~

'+, to provide: StUGenttith “the opportun_iyes to, acquire kno’w—

- . ledge .and skills app icable to minimum competenc1es required

»

for graduation adopted for r ceiv1ng schools : Since the-
) ' ori»ginal implementation of @E that a.ppeared 1n 1972 ‘ . ae
7 o - .

.
.only required secondary schooIs to deal with competencies,

n

“" this standard extends the responSibility for competency T .

- -'-instruction into grades kindergarten through grade, 8.

} P ; . ’

o . . ¢ ‘ EAe N . . -."‘"--
R OAR 22—224, Graduation Requjirements. ° L ‘
7 DR . . RN ‘.
(Class 0f-1977) .o P y

- : R
* . - B

- -

This is a,grandfather clause that'maintainS«the previous

»

‘graduation reffuirements untiI‘full 1mplementation of the . °

new graduation‘!egu1re ents has been accomplish d TH[s

." N - “ N -
- ..- , . »
]

OAR 22—226/ Graduation Requiremepts .

L J
‘ ' “~ /
. : : . v - v e

.Thig 'a rative rulb requires ‘the- completion of a A
. . L » . .
\.‘fiii - Migaimum of 21 units f credit durlng grades q}ne through ’

( _ twelve, of which 1Y must be earned in spedified subjedt argas. .

e ¢

.
\ . - Y

and 10 may be elective. = . - - -
. 1

’ ) {
- coL > ’ Ny « T ° - .\
-~ . . N . 2
\“4




- ‘ :
The specific credit requirements are: '
' '+ a. .ILanguage Art/English .3 ofits - )
h . ﬁ‘ ? ) \\ “‘ g‘. 5¢ 5+] /_ g
, b. Mathematics 1 unit
c.. Social St ies/ﬁistorx 7 1 unit
- < £ .
N " d. Citiz%hip?fGovernment oL *1 unit - .
. ‘' e. Science & @ 7 1 unit ,
- ! . : L ' ' N -
f. Health Education' SR o 1" unit
N K . y PN ¢ oo L
’ ! - 9. Ph_ys‘:.cal Educatlon - dgunit
_ , ‘ : .
v .
; : « h.” ('fonsumer Educatlop/Econonﬁcs/ 1 ‘unit - .
Pérsonal’ F1nance ’ ( . oLl
. i. Ccareer Education- L " ‘X unit - -
. ) T e S~ . ,
'\ j. Electives .t * 10 units
. : . , o =
3 * . “ . . Y T° ’A . . >
-, - . TOTAL h 21 units
i . ! . AR .
. - r ) : L
g : ) ‘ s ?
Subsectlons of this’ standard allow local boarhs to ‘]&ter
: . & .

the number of electlve credlts reqthred and establlsh addlbfonal

cred1t requarements

N

. ,&hat planned course

beyond the ml}umum number, t*ey also requnré

statements be wntten for all courses »

.

1n grades 9 through 12 and that: they ‘be aﬂrallable to students,

' »
é’staff parenq,%e 1d6cal board, and 1nterested C1t-uens. ’

‘\ . - N N ‘. ‘» 1 . ' ,4 ‘ N . B & /. :? l ; ),.
B af 'OAR 22- 228, Dl‘ploma,s and S -7 R ' " A
) \‘ ' ! : l‘ /. -, u ’
Certificates of Competency . o '
/ . .. . _" . . - ) . ) . . v .
3 . : - ', . ) . T A ! 'Y )
This rule requires that "The local board shall award - )
.a diploma wpon fulfillment of ‘all state and .local district - o)
. [ . o . N
4 ' . - ‘.’

'1"he

-9 ‘¥

credit, competency and a dance requiremegts."'

'teqon Board of ~Educ!ti , 1ipn its consistent .- . .; _ -
LY L d

Ay

/
wording of this section slnce‘72 emphasx.zes* the unique t '

character of competency based educat:,on fn Oregon,
45 ’ toeoe . ! - 3j : ‘e

- [ ]
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. . ~!
.' L4 - A' \-
parenghet;cally}qﬁPis issue may cast doubt' as to
whether or not the Oregon system iss competency "based,"
or, as some claim it is competency "augmented" education.
It should pe noted that while the Oregon Board of Education

’ . -’ L ) . -
_ was w1111ng¢13 add the concept of demqnstrated performance,
. A ] : -
* . they were not willing to abandon the Carnegie unit or
L\

attendance as ‘bases, for gradhation. The NASSP Special
"Task Force Report on Graudation Requirements supported this
point of view when it reported the follow;ng%

* The task force .believes that quallfi
cation for the high school diploma,
therefore, should include verification
‘by course and by competency. The use of
both approaches strengthens the measure-
‘ment process and adds authenticity to the
diploma. Competency measures should be
used to document mpletion of courses and -
programs. Togeth they make the evaluatlon
_picture complete. (NASSP, 1975). .- J

As an Jllustration offthis coinnation of competency,

, Credit and attendance requireﬂ?nts for graduation, the

Oregon Department of Education compared 4&hig systé% to

to a three-legged stool -




o

.

7/ ‘ ~

Y . . N ‘
Subsection 2 of this standard allows local boards, at

*

their option, to grant certificates of competency to studenté’

"having met some but not. all requirements for the diploma

and having chosen to end their formal school experiences."

- -
-

According to the NASSP Task Force:
For the nongraduate, these, certlflcates .
should be seen as an inter¥m record of Y,
progress. By receiving something rather
than nothing upon leaving school, the .-
.student may be encouraged to return to* . ¢ ° *
complete his education. ,The:task force -
strongly #ndorses the concept that phaslng
il and dut of formal schoollngépay be a
pos1t1ve experience for some students,
especially if they .are,encouraged b& .
schools to return and complete require-

ments for’ the diﬁloma. (NASSP, }9759\,mf°
) A 5 : ‘ ) s .2
OAR 22-231, Performance Regﬁiremengga; ".,f .
_ L - . -l @ .
] o . e
for Prograf Completion 2T e - f_—iﬁﬁ'
. :/‘. T v ~ . . .~

- This is the second “feg of" ;he stool" and is the
heart of the competency movement 1n Oregon. :}hls s)btlon :
also has rema1ned very slmilar to the initial document

that waswlntrpduced in l972ﬁ‘=¢h1s standard requires .the’

S PR o .
following: ‘_;1
Stludent ranscrl'%s shall reqord BN
demonshtrfition fpmlnlmum competencles ; )
anhecessafy to: . ) ~
. a. Read, writﬁ,'s‘peak, listen; o, P
N b. Analyze; ) , . i,'
> ~¢c. Compute; !!? ) S ’
d. Ussebasic ientific @nd technological -
procdsses; :
e, Develop and maintain a healthy n}nd ifl
body: .
R * f. Be an informed itizen in ‘the community,
Lo state, and nation;
. g. Be an ’‘informed citizen in interaetion w1th
environment; . \ .

/N\\ﬁi\\ Be an informed c1tlzen on streets and
hfghways; 44 ' 35

,
{ -
- 4 [




— \

- 9 . . . .o 4,
» ’ & x
& i. Be an informed consumer of goods
- and services; ) .
T . j. Function within an occupation or . :
- continue education leading to a career.
- . - .

Whereas the Oregon Board specifies the areas of required

___ competencies, it is the, local board that' must identify and ™

.. . = & .
adopt the- specific minimum competencies it will require for

. " .
. -graduation. Furthermore, this standard requires the local

-dlstrlct to~prov1de necessary 1n§%ruct10n" for students in order
. 4‘? o
. ' to meet and démonstrate these competencies.' The local distriet

-

is theniiequired to "identify the performance indicators used for
. , ‘ r =11y P \al -

. .: ' competency verifjcation.” e e .

A}

e The third subsection of this standard allows local |,
! @

districts to alter performance indicators and to waivye .

. , . . T )
or substitute competencies in unique cases to accommodate

»

special needs and abiljties qf individual students.

3 -

3 ~

- ‘OAR 22-232, Attendancd®

¢ Thig is the third, and final, leg of the stool. .

Beginning with grade'éﬁe, 12 years of planned educational
)
experience is required. Districts, however, may adopt

. -

policies c!leariy or delayed completion of all,state and ’

) local program, credit and performance requirements. In

-

other 'words,;stricts .are encouraged tio introduce flexi- ~ .
' . bility e attendance requirement as long as the "age

~
and maturity of students, access to adltegpative learning

. ) t experiences, performance leveld, desires of parents or
- . B L .

(guardians, and local board guidelineg" are taﬁeh_into

¢

. & consideration. " ,
ERIC . | 45 - © 36 ,
S N .- Afj ' - N : .




OAR 22-234, Developlng Approprlate '

- . Electives and Additional Course Offerlngs - ’

’ Beyond State Minimums .
N ~

»
This standard encourages local -districts to develop
elective offeriﬁgs providing students oppoptunities te earn
= a'minimum.of ten elective units of high school credit
although districts may reduce(that\;uﬁber. The standard
does require that the elthlves offered “b?;etructured
in terms of identified student needs for diverse experlences
¢ ' in vocational, scientific, fine arts, modern language and

13"‘&
humanities educatlon‘"

OAR 22-236, Local District

4

Responsibility for Implementation B

-~ v -

K
- . -

The first ‘subsection of this standard requires school
districts to "establish the minimum competencies and .
' ,performance 1nd1cators beginning-=with the graduating class

of 1978 While school districts may implement all ‘the

. o, competeHEy areas for graduation edrlier, the state is

allowiné a gradual phasing-in of the competencies. The

[ e

competencies in reading, writing, speaking, listéning, ~
analyzing,.end cpmguting\must be éertified for graduatidn
with the class of 19y8. Certification of all the otherf

competeneies areas:mentioned in OAR 22-231 must,begin not

Aater then‘with the graduating class of 1981. The original |

mandate of the New Graduation-Requirements of 1972 required




\
that all competency areas be'lmplemented with the class of -
1978. However, because of the extreme pressures in imple-
menting this new program, local dlstr1cts are being allowed

to 1mp1ement on -a gradual basis. In the next ogapter, the

process of local 1mplementat10n of CBE under the direction

of the new standards is dlscussed

o | S

+




Chapter 5

DISTRICT IMPLEMENTATION OF CBE.

o - = IN OREGON 'ﬂ‘i

\ .
N - : \ B '
Implekentation Schedule for ‘1972 : ’

? G:adq?;ign Rggui;gmgnts . : N(_

(
Under. the terms of the administrative r&les related’

[y

to the graduation requirementi/gassed by tthOréqpn Board

in 1972, all secondary districts were required £6 file>a,

plan for implementipg the new réqﬁ?remeﬁts. This plan

had t5 be. filed with and ;pprovéa by th? State Boa;p ofi '
Eaﬁeation by July 1, 1974. Adéitionally, thé rule stated thét
"The requirements shall Helapplicable to thé;high';;hool \‘-‘

graduation class of 1978 " (OAR 22-135). Local districkts

‘had the option of implementing the new requirements earlier,

- -
but at a minimum, when the class of 1978 ente;ed the 10th

. grade in September 1974, programs must haue been implemented
- to accommodate the new requirements\fgr thdat class and every

subsequent class. For most high schoéis, this meant that they «

' » -must Mave*partial implementation in September- 1974 and full

implemgntation by Septembey 1977. ' , | :

Oredon Department of Education Models and -

d Guidelines for District Implementation of - .
: , . ,
,' Ii w S d I ) E . I ) >

. . . , ’ \

TIn preparatién for «that requirement, the Oregon Department
L J

&% Education, aided in part by ESEA, Title III funds, began*

' FRIC s ‘ ‘39 ©
i . 48 &
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_
v -
K] - -

1Y

' ~ doing groundwork. From November 1972 to Mpy 1973 six project

‘.

.groups began the development of guidelinss and materials to
. - 4 M N . *
help school districts. The six project reports were synthesized

in May and were published in four documents in September 1973.

.
~ -

. ® Oregon Gpaduation Requirements -lkhﬁnishnuive(mddﬂihescnmlnms

the district phuhfor implementdtion and makes general suggestions
for local project managers.
. / ‘

° Ibrsmud“&éequentIkhxatialpnxd@asnodﬂs a district can use

' to select4nx¥é§scribe(:Iqxﬁxuxdes puthe following areas:
mastering the basic skills; Understanding scientific and ‘
technological processes; developing and maintaining a healthy
mind and body; namﬁnimgaa}ifelong learner. In the area of
basic skills, for example, the document lists five suggest;d'-

12 L ]
-  program goals, the competencies (or course goals) for each program,

amisamﬂg}nrﬁnmmxn indicators for each competency.
® Social Responsibility Education can be used by districts to

help define those competencies’ students would need in order

tokxmawgas responsible citizens. Thisvxmhien&atiﬁning

;noﬂaﬁiyecf'ﬂe anﬁxonmmt,behu;naqnnsﬂﬂg<11thaStnxms
. and highways, and ing as ah inﬁonmxiconsqmu-ofq;xﬂs and services. -
.o Again, progran » competencies, and samplé performance

’ v

Aindicators are suggested. ‘
L

~

=




e Career DeVelopre'nt Edtx:atim'sugge'sts goals, 'carpetenci&e, and

performance mdlcators for career developrent education s:um.lar to the

L oﬂerbnareasofsttﬁyprwtedabove Generalcareercnrpe\‘sxn{
- ©  are suggested) as well as specific ones for food sérvice, metals, and
é -
N : n.mqo&zeroccmaumalamas

. ES
[ 4

For each element of the requirements, J.ncludmg that relating to
conpetency identification, the disErict had three options:
Option A: To adEpt the examples given in.the guide.
Option B: To adapt the examples given’in £he guide by ‘making
adjustment’s in the state'ss definitions.

»
'
-

Option C: To develop their own competencies “and/or pol"i}?.&’—'—"" -
.and procedures. ' o,
ip\respmse to many req;&sts fram school districts a sec:;xi task
force was\\'for.md under the Tri-county Graduatioh lbgu:.renents Project.
msgro\pdevelopedme following materials matwexewbushedm
September 1974. ' ' / '
' e Oregon Graguation Requa-ents Guidelines for Record Keeping o -
! onceduesandSanplefbm, mlsdocmerrtoutllmthevarmm

requirements in keeping comeptency records andasuggests ‘quidelines
' for developing a record keeping system in -a school system.
- r
, ® Oregon Graduation Requirements -“Tuidelines for Planmed Cougse
S explains the state requlra'rwed to planned
’ i , _@Eﬂ_ss

.« 7 course statenent.s a.nd sugg&sts altermative fomats fog dnnentmq
V' . 7~

-, plamedcmmes. *




]

- The Oregon t of Education also undertook the following activities
tomtrodlwethenewgr;at/bgatimrequiramtstolocalsdmlpersmuelz
° Graduation Requirements Movie. This 20 minute film, produced under

a contract with the Department of Educatian, provides some examples

™,

_ of survival-bgsed education and a general explanation of the
rationale behind the new requirements. '

® One—day Workshops. ';‘hesewérkstopswerg‘caﬂwted}nteﬁcities /\/
mOctoberandNoverber 1972 with the cbjective in order to gain a

* reaction to the OIE publications and to provide training €or
projéect managers, principals, superintendents, and other key
school people.

e Guidance and Counselmg Workshops. ~-These elght workshops outlmed
.theeffects thenewra;ulmtswouldhaveongmdancearﬁ .
counseling. : \ 7 7
e Oregon Small Schools Workshops. Thel workshope were held for schools

having 1,000 or fewer stuchnts in the high school attendance center
ang- the elementary schoo'ls feeding into it and elementary d.‘LStl’lCtS
with fewer than 350 students, in.order to acquaint the small’
] school with the m@ogy of the new requirements, encourage
the appointment of area project managers, and conduct wnt:mg
skills programs. ‘
e Television Shows. Five.30 minute television shows were presented

through television stations KOAP and KOAC (Public Broadcasting) for
the benefit or teachers, prdgram coordinators, and the general public'
explaining the new requirements and various aspects of iuplmt!.m._
VJ.deo tape recordings of these programs were made available to local
dls‘tncts for t.heir use.
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e Informs ODE Field Contacts. It was estimated that the Oregon

Department of Education staff members made between 500 and 1,000
/

contacts with local districts -to answer specific questions

concerning the new requirements (Oliver, 1974, p. 47).

N

- . {

Range:of Bistrict RESponse
/

in Implementation.
The Oregon Departﬁ;;E~3T\£%ucation is entering a cycle in

e

which each year 20 percent of the B34 districts will be evalu-

ated t¢ determine their status in relation to the new standardsy
This means that we will not know from this source until 1981 .
the extent to which all school districts have complied with the

new standdrds and then four-fifths of that information will be

historical. -

- ’

" Given the extensive nationwide interest in the impact

’

" of the Oregon policies, a clear opportunity for developers to
support and researchers to explore the~iﬁpact of a statewide

- CBE mandate on the public school system has been created: :The

n

7

National Institute of Educétiot\::izedthat opportunity in

1975 when they developed the Ore¥on Competency Basedf%ducati!p.

Program in coa?unctiéh with the Oregon Department of Education;,
' . \ -

Oregon educators and citizens, and the Northwest Regional

Educational Laboratory. ) . ‘

]

During the first year of the OCBE Program, evidence of the

potential significance of a comprehensivé study of CBE in
. Lt » [ J - .
Oregon has surfaced through the regional conferences, site

L
-

_ . 5' SR 43
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visits, training sessions, and resource and needs surveys

N .

conducted by the Program's development coﬁpbnent and tlrough /

the field explorations a#d a preliminary survey conducted by ,/’A

the rqéearcﬁ componentl (See Appendix‘b). Some responses

from the survey are illustrative of this evidence. Approxi-
mately 70 percent of those surveyed indicated that as a resu;t
of recent'poliqy or procedural changes, it is likely or very

likely that students will more frequently work at a pace which is

! x

optimal for them ahd that students will more frequently -
participate in educational activities designed for them indi-
vidually. Ovér 80 pergcent of the respondents indicated that
students will learn m§e that will be of immediate‘ utility,

and almost 85 percent indicated that a significant percentage

of the 1978 graduating class is likely to have s%;ious

5

ditficulty graduating with their class becausg'they will not

have met some of the required graduation competencies.

[y

As the survey indicates, some districts have generated a lot

of activity as a result of the new standhards. These districts

»
’

'haVQ‘seén the new standards as an opportunity to develop a
comprehensive educational plan that includes the spirit of the
standards while méeting the-compliéhcg criteria. These districts

> ! . S

P -
-

lThe survey respondents were superintendent-appointed Program
liaison persons in school districts having secondary stchools.
Of 178 districts’surveyed, 105 responses have been tabulated
to date. Seventy-five percent of the respcndents have rated
their districts'‘progress as ahead of schedule or on schedule.
These finding$ are only preliminary, as final tabulation 'ana- -
lysis has not yet been completed (See Appendix 2).
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are" develop1ng and experlmentlng with the broad elements ““'
‘Qf €BE i;I the solutlons to their educational problems.

e} N v 3
N “On e other hand, there are “some districts who, for a

variety of‘réasoné,-have taken a "wait and see" attitude toward - _

‘lF' minimum standa;as and CBE. The reason for this may be sizen’

they are too small to have the resocurces or too largeftq
éffectively mahage the changes required of such a pf?gram. From
the'perEpective of a local diétrict, this maYobe thekwiser choice
as,they.see the trials and\failures Qof the districts that have\-

chosen to be the cutting edge of educational change in Oregon,
D / N : ’

One major goal of thé OCBE Program research effort will be to
i . .

'i&éntify, describe and explain the range of district responses

to the Oregon CBE policy mandate. It is jast such infQrmation

Y o i ,
that the 28 ‘other statés developing or exploring CBE mandates
'0\) ’ .' . . ,f"'
are seeking in order to optimize their peiicy decisions and
support activities.
— )
”

,Iﬁplementation Schedule for the

1976 standards =~

4

-~ !\»,

While the implementation schedule for the 1976 vér51dn ;
of the Standards 1s less strlngent than the orlglnal verszon,
‘the passage of tlme still makes tight demands on the.local
dlstgjcts. Local dlstrlcts\@ust unless in unusual C1rCUm-
.stances, meet the followlng schedule 1n 1mplement1ng the '

new standards.
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. graduatlng dlass, of 1981). . ° ot ‘“’

™ -

. .
. -
’ -
© - ./j .t ®
* . -
.,

* .
s » - st .. ’

By $éptember 1976 . \d

. ) . \ .
» All'dlStrlétS ‘must have‘identified district goals.

L4 % »

All dlStrlCtS must have 1dent1f1ed program goals.
\ .

-,:All elementar dlstrlgts must have developed
g-programs }n spec1f1ed areas,

s ﬁ . y T e i
Planned course st pts must ‘have been written-
for all coqrsés in s 9-11.

All seﬁbndary dlstrlcgs must have rdent1f1ed
minimum competenc1es for graduatlon
A,

‘By September -1977:, | N
’ ”w
Course goals developed and ad ted for each course,
93*33 unit of study in grades 9-12. .
Eleﬁéntary Programs must have been developed and
ifplemented that lead to mlnlmum cémpeteﬁ%y atta1nment

for graduatlon T . C oA
. . /\_/ o .
" Planned course stazéments must have been written °
. - for abl ‘courses in grades'$-12. o I

R’ .
All secondary drstrlcts-must certlify attalnment -
"gf gtaduation competencies necessary to read, write,
pPeak, listen, analyze and compute. (Must begin with
the .graduating class of 1978) . '3 .t

By Ségtember l}49 ';' . B ’ Co.
& Lo -
All disttricts must condudt assessment in’ reading, - ”:
. wrltlpg and/or computaticn within three- 1nstruct10nal
progdams . . - ‘

All‘distrlcts must have developed educatlonal
programs to allow* individual students to meet the

< outcomes 1dent1f1ed by the district. '

‘e L1

By September l980 e . ) . T e

'l:All*distriptc' 5t 1dent1fy policies and procedures
, ¢ . for making pr am'1mp:ovements in at least, readlng,

writing, and computlng in programs selected forv

'f’ assessment . é”'/ 9 .,’
All secb‘qu dlstrlcts mu tlf)’i attalnment

for all gmaguation COQpete cies- (must beg1n w;th
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A\ By Septembef 1981 ) L . s . ‘
' ’ Akl dlstxlcts must do assessment in reading, L .
¢ ) writing and/or computation within 51x 1nstruc€1onal A

’ : programs. ' . . : g

" . It si.gld be noted that thlS brief 11st doéé not cover all

Jﬁhe %lemqpts of the Minimum Standards. However, these are the

" essential deadlines dlé%vipts must meet in implementing'

.
¢ - \
.

N &he instructional elements of the standards.

¥ In the next chapter are discussed some of fhe issues

+
-, '

’ and problems,wh;ch‘qfve surfaced as Oregon districts seek
. to meet the CBE elemen!g of Oregon educatibhal policy.
he . ' . . "0 N L )
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POTENTIAL PROBLEMS OF CBE

-

©

Oregon educators Intheir 9xperiences'with CBE have
identified issues and problems. which should be especially °

. wqrthy'%f’considgration by others making decigions aboug the
‘ )

. N % )
nature and exXtent.of” their own jqwvolvement CBE.

‘r
N
Tonfusion about "Competency"

r o

4
.-

# The first proklem in.working with CBE is in saying what

it is that should be or is being done. Oregonians lihkéd

~

. several termg to "cqmpetency"--minimum,'sutvival; life-role,

—

Yo

. ,graduation competencies.
¢ .

-~

. “\
The problem, of course, was decidipg whaf
survival mé€aht--perhaps some minim#l number
of skills needed for existance in our so-
ciety?! Or did-survivdl refer t® Maslow's
notion of -a needs hierarchy af. which gthe-
first requirémen® is physical well being.
Or did surfvival imply tHe ability to exist
as a self-directive, self-fulfilled person?
Did economic wurvival fit into the sequence?
- Should competencies be equated with know-
ledge .and skills necesgsary to function as
a producér and .consumer, to function as a
citizen, family.member, or learne?% (Evans,
1976, p. 36) «

-

4

)&Each term,” in turn, suggests further <§finfional~ igsues.
* " [ v
If, for example, we speak of life-role relevance, how do we

__select life-roles? How are they treated in educational

L

settings? pasic questions about ‘the purposes of schooling
-r 4 !
the immediate question:.

lie beneath What are we .calling

c,:onpetency? T » s

48
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Lack of Criteria for Identifying Competencies ~

a The_Minimum Standards reguire each district to develop,
' .adopt and verify student achievement—of‘minimum competenéfes
This requirement was made ‘when almost nothirg abOut CBE had
been dorne ;gx pnbhc@chools.. Leadership had t; come from within
the state. The state department utiTized Title IIf.funds to
support the efforts of six’'local district groups in preparing —
sample statements of minimum competencies. The reésults were
synthesized by district‘and state staff into "GuideIines .f
to Graduation Requirements These were distributed to all
.local and intermediate districts in the springdof31973,r
and d'stricts were given until September 1974 to develop
.. and adoptvstatements based on iocallpriorities.
" Neither levels nor numbers)of competencies‘were specified,
so it is not surprising that tne.products of these first efforts‘
T
of the number of competencies found in ¥he OCBE Program is -/

- were widely varied in E‘pe'and number. (The ‘distribution

® [ ]
presented in Table 3 )

- =N
The range in umbers--from less than 20 to nearly 400--
\
-Was one problem. Content presented yet another) “Most districts

wrote "enabler" type competencies (...can perform the four
fundamental processes of arithmetic wiih whole numbers;’ ...
. ¢

M ‘can locate the main sentence in paragraph), while a few !
C d;ve‘oped ”application“ competencies (...ean balance a
checkbook, involving teh withdrawals intersﬁirsed by

three deposits; J.:can read an apartment rental g¢ontract and

spécify the terms to which the lessor and iessee have agreed).

Local distrigts, the State”Department, and tﬁi project funded

-

o . "5y I

v
L3N Y 3 3




21-40  41-60 ' 6I-80

81-100 101-120 121-140 141-160 "61—1@0 181-200 200+
‘Table 3. . )
Number of specific competencies es)tablished by district.

a
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by the National Institute of ngggtion are working on ‘this °

. : S N

problem still.
. . ; . -
Other questians that arose as local districts attempted

.
.

to _define graduaticn competencies included: - Do these compe-

[

tencies represent a summation of the higt¥school experience?

-Do the %6mpetencie! deal hith"besic skills? Who determines

what the competencies shal; be? How do we fairly deal with

studehts transferrinig from a district with one set of
) . .
A - .
competencies to a district with a different sét? o .

- ~

) \\ Limitations on Ability to Measure Competencies _

13

B ] 'There are serious ;issue*ﬁo consider in the measurement
; .

of'cmqpetencies. « The first is technical. If we get forth

a comprehensive set of,graduatlon cgmpetenc1es, many will -
be outside our present capacity to measure obgq‘plvely, valldly,

and reliably.  Thus we ‘are tempted to plaée the burden of

\measuremEnt on the judgment of the teather. Such Judgment

-~ ’

may be inequitable and may even suggest legal problems singe
. students whose graduation 1S'delayed on the basis of such

"evidence" may challenge the decision.

Another critical measurepent issue is that of timing,

¢

. Testing must be done, not ,just at the close of the school

experlence, but at 1ntervals that allow remediation. In light

< of what we know about achievement gains washlng out" we

must also consider the desired flrmness of competency atta1n-
. :

ment--and how to test-for it. >

N
L4 - . X v B -
.

] N .
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) Program l£§gmentation
. S { - ) L
. Program ffagmentatioq is‘exemplifigd‘by instances in ’ S
which élemepts Qf CBE, taﬁé.performance based education, ;
L} Br other outcomes-fefe;enéed systems,) such as explicit Patements’.

of instructional goals, are identified and adopted, but neces'sary

ol * * . . : 3 -
sys;éwkiffompanlmen s to tnBSe elements are not introduced
4 4 ‘ v -
> »fébncurreptly. In the case of "lone" goal statements, for

-~
example, descriptions of performance representing atﬁg}nment
»
< B —
of these goals, measurement items that translate those perform-
« .

p

:kagce examples into manageable'ass;iiment terms, instructional-
sequences carefully geared =] ﬁro

e the goals, and-manageﬁentf
. Ces ‘. Q L.
procedures suifficient to identify program wegknesses ang,lntro~

. e, . -\
duce appropriate improvements or modifications accordingly, are
. -, . v -
_/ all, in a we%l-structq;ed and functioning CBE or PBE system,

-

”neceésary accompaniments" to instruttional goals. Although'
. ﬂ\
R\Pe Oregon Standards clearly encourage sgch comprehen51ve*‘ -
”~, i‘ . ¢
)
programs, new programs may often of nece551ty be introduced in

LN

"pieces.” In Oregon, given the reqﬁirement of high school

h giédﬁation contingent upon demonstration of certain district
. ’
determined, life-role related competencies; early introduction

&

of isolated CBE program elements may sometimes focus on the
‘deterﬁ&natlon of those graduatlon competencies, or on those

competengies in addltlon to other~1nstruct10nal goals. If'

,addltlonal 1nstrdct10nal goals are artlculated, they are.more

likely to be stated at the generallty level of the district -

R ’ P
~ . goal and program goal, rather than at the course level. This

he [

is in part a. function of the "timing” of the Standards require-
- ' ,‘

~ : -

G ~ g b
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. .
ments--course goals, as indicated earlier, are not absolutely

necessary for district determination until September 1977.

Inconsistency Between and Within Program Elements

Reléted to the "fragmented program” problem described above "

. . q
is the‘condition in which programs are operating that convey

more than one approach to instruction. For exaﬁple, perfor-

I ‘ . -

mande-based or outcomes-based instruction may be operatiﬁg‘}n
TS .

’ .

relation to promotion of "graduation competencies, while the
remainder of the curriculum suggests "bBusiness as usual,
»

or Mhstruction in a more traditional, less objectives-oriented

. 4

mode. 'In a sense, then, quité different programs may be
'y )
operatlng side by side--programs that may imply real dlfferences

)

in underlying educatlonal phllOSOphy ot in b1ases—regard1ng

effective teachlng technolO‘JY~Q w~——§¥~ .

t

Once ggain, the condition w‘be 'temporar-y, and repre-

-

sent 'a necessary transition when comprehensive edufational
L .

. . f"’
‘changes are undertaken. 'Nevertheless, it suggests a potential

3

- “for- confusion and apparently contradictory., "themes that\
affqu all phases of 1nstruct10nal plannlng and decisionmaking.

- One ‘*example -of this type of internal program 1ncon51stency

at the cowtse and class level is represented by the condition

f - . .
This observation is not intended as ‘a criti¥ism of the
» "phasing in" aspect of the Standards timeline. On the
contrary, various approaches to gradual program intro- -
duction are often cited-as a deggrable strategy 1n imple-
.mentatlon 11terature. The -poin¥ here is simply that such

"phasing in". may sometlmes carry other posslble, albeit
-temporary, d1sadvantages as,well.s

2

/ .
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district,. are "assigned" to pre-existl

AN

?

in which "graduation competencies," ,determined by the

h school courses

for primary respénsibility in terms of ting those ;

~ : - -
cdmpetencies. The rest of that mini-instructional systém

may even be complete. That is, the competency statements

. %

/

may be accompanied by related performange indicators,

- measures of competency'attainment, descriptions of relevant

instructional procedures to promoié the EQmpetencies,
and even by apgrobriate instructional management and - .

recaordkeeping procedures and materials. The result, when

" imposed on an existing course or class without similar .

modifications of that entire course structure to be consis-
tent with outcomes-based instruction, is a program that

suggests divergent and inconsisterit instructional. approaches.

\Lack of Articulation Between

-

Elementary and High School Instruction .
A . S l"\

» \\

Related to the example presented in the preceding

4

' subsection on -inconsistency among program elements is the -

-

.

problem of misarticulation between elementary and high school
in ction. Many of the competencies identlf;ed by school

dr cts as n essary for hlgh school graduatlon represent

skills and

promoj,gded

in. Oregon, graduatlon competencxes represent a bas;c set of

abilitiesrthet would generally be appropriately

primary and elementary grades. By definition

- .

llfe role- relaﬁ}d skills nece§§9ry for effective functioning ™

in society. The set is minimal in the sense that it ingludes

skills ‘considered essential, rather than those that may be
, ) .

\' ’- N . a m"g
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A
4 ~

. considered desirable but not necessarily essential for -
indeperdent functioning in a-variety of life roles.
[ ¢ .
Such district-identified coﬁbetqncy sets stated in -

’gene;el terms often include, for example, the ability to:

-

. " @ read want ads - ‘ r_
-~ ¢ e balance a checkbook . . -

® ‘"comparison" shop. ~

* A

Dependiné on the specific performanceé required-by the

- schools for puPils to demonstrate attainment of those
. . .

competencies, it would'apgear that skills such as those '\Jdi
listed“aboyen.ahd other basic competencies which ‘we )
QSGTa‘eXpect to represent the very least with whicﬁ pupils '
should graduaté from school, should‘generally be prdmoted

' - in upper elementary. grades. Sequenced en route ‘skills lead;i.pg

N Y
. - "~

to these and other competencies would likely approbriately- R

be promoted beginning in the early primary grades.

The Oregon Standards requiré that elementary instruction Y
r3 L - N \
be planned and implemented’ to-promote the competencies required
A ] . 5 N
_ for‘braduation'in the receiving high'sphi‘Em It appears,
) . ; 2 »
however, that many educators {P Oregon do not feel that current

programs reflect that close and systematic articulation between
. . . N
elementary and high school programs. Once again, during the

early stages of transition to CBE prograﬁ implementation,

‘ 'instruction thaﬁ reflects careful sequencing ;f content gnd

C skill development cdlminating in competency attainment, and
in the attainment of other desirable outcomes of schoolin§
at'tSLAtime when they are most appropria®ely and easily

attained by students, may be a very‘sall order. Oregon \

~ 6;)- ' . \ : 55
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\\\T\\Ceducators do recdgnize the problems created when, for example, .

L4

basis caﬂbetencies are first addressed in-high 'school rather ‘

than in elementary school, or when critical en route-skills
. »~

to more adv8nced outcomes are not identified clearly as the
responsibility of the elementary schools and thus must‘be
assumed, by default and at the eleventh haur , by the high

schools. ° - . . o

g ' "Minimum" Goals Receive. : .

"Maximum"” Attention

Lack of attention to articﬁlatiqn of elemeﬁtary and -
secondary instruction reflects schoolin§ that is,’
’mdefinition, less efficient.and.effectiVe than‘ir m;;ht,beu
Related to the“problem of coordinating schooling so that it

promotee cumulative skills development, deveiopment that

carefully builds on prerequisite skills and that reflects .

’ ’

instruction sensiblgfto learner receptiwvity or readiness;
is the potential problem of "overattention" to graduation
competenéies. The two problems appear related in seygral

ways--perhaps the most obvioys example is‘in their short-

»

eightedness~-in the degree to which Ehey suggest an edqca-
. . 8 ‘ 6‘

tional planning perspective that is either too ,limited

*

or again, too fragmented. . . ) "
| Graduatioa cdmpetenciés, or those goais of schooling i: 'i"
con81dered essential for functlonlng in soc1ety, should be N
perceived and treated with "balance" in the broader context .
of the total curriculum. However, during tbhe period of

N . N N E & .
transition from a traditional to a more outcomes-oriented

¢ i ' : .56 .
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approach to schooling, and particularly in instanceg 1in which

the attainment of graduation competencies will be among the ;

-first'types of educational ~accomplishments likely to receive

publlc 5crnti2y, the promotlon of those competencles may .;
rece:ve overe phas1s in- the schools, and attentlon td’other )
) 1mportant goals of\schoollng may assume” second place Even
“Ain those areas in which competencies;\when appropriate, are: .
' ’ : O

h as dQPosed tQ outcomii;zhat are - llkely to be attainable by

desigpated for initial instructional focus in elementary school,. .,
-rather than inappropriatelg introduced in high school, the. -

danger of these limited goals "looming too large" in the plan-
o . ‘s ! . . 4
ning and delivery of instruction may persist. N

A more balanced and comprehensive view of the entire

-Qurriculum should inform instructional planning at every level

of 'schooling. Particularly in the early phases.of transition ' ) '

to competency bhsed_education, an almost stubborn attention

toithe potential problem of inordinate focus of ‘attention

. - Al
on graduation competencies may be necessary. The question

of how much of the schools' resources should be d1rected
toward insuring a minimum level of Sklll attalnment 1n ail
puplls--as opposed to promoting skllls far beyond the
m1n1mum--1n fewer pupils - 1; orxcourse, not ultlmately

answerable by’ s1mple self—remlnders that minimum competencles

represent only a small portlon of the- desired outcomes of -

schooling. The. somewhat competfng priorities are reflected DR

in an exaggerated manner, by examples of "minimum outcomes"

Y 5
< : . e s t ]

only a few pupils. . P ’

- 8chool resource ‘allocations are one reality from which

»

. inference may be drawn about such priorities, . The

6/ - ¥
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question is not as' sharp as suggested by. thé extreme examples,

-

and 1nstructlona1 .programs are possible that neglect e1ther E

ehds nor centers ‘of the outcome continua. The cr1t1cal point
s
is that such programs be planned dh the basis of careful
N J -

decisions regarding the relative importance of various

-

edncational goale - rather<than on the basis of unshared,
’ and perhaps;even unconsclous, aesumptionszabo;t the;e ’ ’
‘ priorities. . ' L ' ‘ o
- \r—J . L
Program Adoption Confused with

Program Implementation ' :

A final example of a potentlal problem related to thé .
1mglementatlon of CBE programs whether in response .to the
i a
Oregon Standards or to any other 1mpetus for change, is that

‘of 1nddequate or- 1neffect1ve implementation of program changes.
Although statements and gocuments regard;ng 1ntended program

-changes may be made, the discrepancy -between stated ¢hanges,

P4

or adoptions, 'and actual implementation of change,‘may be

great. This potential ‘problem may be, summarized byithe

lnquirit ."is anything different reallyVhappenlng?" A related
question is, "if so, ‘is the'different thing that is.happening
what was supposed to happen,"}or,f"have you lmplemented what
T you adopted?” . . )

N ~ In specific terms, in Oregon,‘1nadeguate program
1mplementatlon may be observedy for example, when 1nstruc-

tional gpals are addpted but not used to plan or guide

‘ instructioﬁ and evaluation. ‘ . o
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. s COncerns the communlcatlon of EBE co,ncepts and purposes to

, P ’

. v « ‘ . . } -

~% N\ R .

-~ \' -h"‘ , . ~ .
- . ; . ~ . .a
. . ‘L‘ \ 14 . [ \ o
Lack of Preserv1ée and Ifiservice Training' .- .- ﬁ'\;
N b ‘.

;é""',’.. Y

~ Compe'téncy (based education, unlike imany educational

- 2, b I'd
innovations, was neither copceived nqy nurtured wgith'in the . C o
-. N R . ’ ) ] 'V . . Oi’; . - N i .\- .
*colleges and univlrsities.” A major ‘1ssue, then, concérns q .

their acceptance or rejection CBE as a viable tool for
. P
elementary and secqndary educators, and more partloularly, : .
» & ‘ ’l ! .

Lhese 1ns*t1tut10ns who have tradltlonally prepared teach;rs
~to’ en;r elemen;:ary and secondary schooLs they knew w;ll ®
Thls waf“o longer true under the pew state manda}ed 'system»

1n<’(‘)regon“and the stance of the colleges and uniVErsities in .- .

» LI

N © : ,

'respondlng to new needs and in contra.butlng to new developments

, . ‘ ¢ ‘ . .
.was uncléar T ' ’ ) (
> -~ ‘,,‘. . '_ . 5 - ’ '1 I
The problem is .really a larger one of preparing new as,_ c

demands on thei

~.a‘pprc')p;:ial:er-and su e§§ful§ 1ncent1ves ( R ,«"_,
. o ' ) | - i Lt . ! N
State Mandated vs. Volthtary Implementation 2.

. . .
‘- . S _ /

In Qfegon, ‘yhether 1mplementatlo,n @ould be reqL{ir‘ed

")r voluntary 1s a moopt p01nt slnce th! 1ssue has been declded,.

» l

Y

in the form of f?date, by the Oregon Board. 'The lissue ) ’ ’
° .

may st111 be relevant to ot\:;er systems, however, ana ‘the

ad‘vantages and d:l.sadvan'tages can onﬂ be welghed in relation

to. the cl‘rcumstances -within a part1cular system.

One of the most d1ff1cult‘_ problems in the Oregon

- D
system has been Oone of comunlcatlng essential’
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) information about the mean}g of'st‘andarrds, the ¥outes to
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e compllance, adequatw 1s, etc. .
g o o tanes -
) 'Schegullng compliance raises questions about th rness

of schedules, the penalties to be levied 'against, districts

-

. that do not cqmply, ﬁequifg:le modification of schedules, and’

>

]
the effects of-time sche on the students served.

’J ’ . ’ 1

Possible Causés

)

A | ‘ .-
Whé&’?her?, are. s;)me likel¥® causes, or, factors contributTng
' - ' 4% to Qt e types of"p‘roliloem-s des‘criqu "'n the preceding subseéti‘onsh?
.,. ~ Some. have already been suggested in the.di(scussion: ,
/\-—W% | .0 phasing-in program element?s i;'l alc'co.rdance with |
' prespecified coméliance deges; ' 5. |
.'. , B ° _instructiona‘l planhing not guided by compreh‘e’nsi've
._ ‘ '*\&@bf the .tot-ai curriculum; ( | i
. : 4 ’ inst;r'gctional planning not ‘guided by caréful' dgcisioni.-,
° , . maXing r'egardirg cur;'icElar.; priorities or educational
N CL . .
. priorities. | ., o ' ' 'y
! —~Addit#enal causes contributing to’ these COl’ldlthl’)S probably
include, but a're not 11m1ted to, the following: . > !
,» "‘o _{nadequate 'g’roéedures for commwmication a.nd, jSix"xt
) - , :
T \ planning between elerﬁentqu and high school staffs, )
) and other relevant ggoups; ” ‘
~ . . inadequate staff skills relaw to analynng, plannlng

and sequencing 1nstruct10ﬁ to ‘bromote specific learner
outcomes.
® inadequate staff skills related to planning and’

- ! -
- . implementing outcomes-references evaluation activities;

LX)
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N .8 incomplete understanding‘of the ché;acteristics{ and

potential advantages and disadvantages of competency

- . ot . . .l
based e@uacation procedures, their .critical relation-

; , ships to-@ne another .in an ‘operating CBE system, and

'potential "models” within that system. .

N

- to accomplish specifi nning,iimplementatioh, and

evaluation tasks in the context of a competency based

W - ‘
education program. ‘ ' . . 'i;;}':
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e lack of "tools,™ in e form of materials and procgdures;
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However greag\phe

1

’
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(3

complicated their causés,:maﬁy stild find that 'the potential

promise of CBE outweighs its diffieulties.
Oregon Competency Based Education Program'isiaddressihg

problems of CBE in conjunction with

\

decisionmakers throwghout Oredgg:}ﬁ”an attempt: to help

- &
|

.

Accordingly, th®
i . ,

-

the: -

.
-

* > N ! T
/?dﬁcators and educational ,
- * . ‘llx

-

remove the obstacleé to the implementatign of CBE' and thus

help realize its promise to improve the quality ‘ind produc-

tivity of education.
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Minimum Standards ‘ ‘

*  (Ad®pted 23 June 1976) -
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context:

(1) “Analyzing”: mental processes by which
individuals identify interrelationships within an
entity and deveﬁp ability to make new applica-
tions; .

2) “Assessment”: activities designed to secure
and organize information describing student per-
formapce in specnﬁed subject matter at a given

time? ‘
- (3)“Board" the State Board of Educatlon, p

4) “Career Education”: learning exper®nces
enabling students to make career choices and
develop attitudes, knowledge and skills needed for
the producer (occupational) life role and _for
related aspects of other_ life roles. It includes
awareness and exploration of work, preparation for
occupations and specxallzatlon in a specific occupa-
, tion;

(5) “Cltlzenshlp/Govemment Educatlon :
study of structures and functions of government
and the human relations skills and understandings
necessary for individuals to work productively with
each other;

(6) “Competency(ies)”: a statement(s) of de-
sired student performance representing demon-
strable ability to apply knowledge, understanding,
and/or skills assumed to contribute to success in
hfe role -functions. (Each statement usually covers
[ related tasks, contains a performance (actipn) verb
and describes an outcdme from which verifiable

statement may relate to several goals);

(7) * “Computing”:- manipulation of math
symbols through fundamental| processes of addi-
tion, subtraction, multiplica , and division;

(8) “Conditionally Stan akl School”: a school
havmg failed {o meet prowsnons of the minimum
standards but for which the locaél-
adopted and submitted a plan) subsdquently ap-

cnencaes

.(9) “Consumer Edumtton/Economlcs/Personal
Finance”": instructional activities to help students
cope with consumer concems in our economic_
system, including money management, credit, pur-
chasing goods and services, ahd. nghts and resppn-
sibilities'in the markegplace;

4 ‘,' . ' 'ﬂ' ‘
EKC o -
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through 581-22- 300‘ unless otherwise indicated by

board has -

proved by the Supgrintendent, for correcting defi-

LN . <
- APPENDIX I _ N
’ 'MINIMUM STANDARDS | SN
(Adopted 23 June 1976) . : .
. aln .
Definitions (10) ““Course Goals”: statements of desired
learner outcomes for each cour§e or unit of study
Definitions, in grades 9 through 12;
581-22-200 +The following definitions apply | (11) *‘Credit by Examination’: aspertaining
to Oregon Administrative Rules $581-22-200 student achjevement for waiving course require-

ments and, if appropriate, granting credit;
(12) “Depaftment’ the Department of Educa-

tion; A . R
(13) “Diploma™: the document a local unified -

or union high school district issues attesting to the
holder’s having:

(a) Demonstrated minimum competencnes thé
local board has adopted for graduation, ~—

(b) Completed requirements for earning the
Board’s 21 units of credit (OAR 581-22-226) and

~any additional units of credit the local board
specifies,

(c) Completed 12 school years dFeducational
experience, or the equivalent, as authorized by
local board -policies adopted in conformdnce with
these rules; )

. (14) “District Goals: statements of broad,
general leamer outcomes a local district and jts
community see as desirable consequences of iIn-
struction and relevant to attaining Board Goals for’
Eléementary and Secondafy Education (OAR
581-22-201);

(15) “Elementary School”

through 8; i

(16) *“‘Goals”: statements of desired learner
outcomes at various instructional levels (district,
“program, course);

(17) “*High School”: an organizational- unit
composed. of any combination of grades 10
through™ 12 in districts providing a jumor high

standards of achievement may be determined. The __ school containing grade 9; any combination of

grades-9 through 12 orgamzed in a separafe unit;
grades 9 throygh 12 housed with grades kindergar-
ten through '12; grades 7 or 8 through 12 ifs
Department approved;

¢18) “Junior High School”: an organizational
secondary school unit composed of any combina-
tion of grades 7, 8, and 9 organized separately
from other gradesin the'system and Depa‘rtment
approved; _
_ (19) “Lagguage Arts/English” ’commumcatxon
disciplines tributing to skills in readmg, writing,
speaking and listening; .
~ (20) “Middle School”:
mentary school unit composegd

‘of any combination

" of grades 5, 6, 7and 8 organized separately from’

] an organizational
unit of any combmatlon of grades kindergarten

ap orgarfizational ~cle- -

other eléementary grades in the system and-identi- ‘

PR , . ’_
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AN
fied as a middle school with the Department;;

(21) “Minimim Standards”™: rules for public
elementary and secondary schools found in Divi-
sion 22 of the Board’s admistrative rules; .

(22) *““Nonstandard School”: a school having
failed to meet provisions of the minimum stan-

_dards and within ninety days of the Supeririten—.
dent’s notification of deficiencies not having sub-
" mitted a plan of correction or adhered to the plan
;of correction the Superintendent received and
approved. A nonstandard school is deficient for

purposes of ORS 327.103;

(23) “Pgrformance Indicator”: an established
méasure to Jjuflge student competencywachieve-
ment; ’

(24) “Planned Course: Statement”  a course
title, a course overview, course goals and, where
appropriate, minimum competencies;

(25) “Procedure”™: a specified routine method
to be followed in complying with requirements of
administrative rules and in implementing board-
adopted policies;

(26) “Process’: specified actions which insure
walidity of the results of a procedure;_

(27) “Program™: a planned series of interde-
pendent activities or services contributing to the
attainment of 'a common goal or set of goals;

(28) “Program Goals” (Instructional). state-
ments of desired learner outcomes for each district

Vi

instructional program in any wmbin§tion of grades ¢

" kindergarten through 12;

(29) “Program Goals” (Support): outcomes of
a program in a school system to support the entire
system or one or more of its components, usually
stated in terms of service to be performed;

(30) “‘Program Improvement”: using assess-

ment and needs identification information in mak-
ing program revisions that reduce needs identified;

(31) “Program Needs Identification”: develop-
ment and application of procedures for specifying
and prioritizing differences between actual learner
outcomes and desired outcomes of prograf} in-
struction sifficient to warrant considering program
revision; ' -

(32) "Reading”: purposeful thinking processes
by: which an individual interprets written symbols
as mcan’mﬁul words and ideas; . -

(33) “Required Courses of Study”: instruction-
al programs under OAR 581-22-218 through OAR
581-22-236 prescribed by ORS 326.051(d). Guides
the Department develops and issues shall provide
further definition of assistance for local program
implementation; : o

(34) “'Social Studies/History”: systematic
study of societies and their activities.

(35) “Standard School””: a school having met
provisions of the minimum $tandards.

4

Goals for Elementary & Secondary Education

(36) “Superintendent”: the State Superintén-
dent of Public Instruction;
(37) “Unit of Credit”: successful completion

., of a minimum 130 clock hours of classroom or

equivalent work identified as part of a planned

course. Equivalent work may inclye _independent

study, work experience, and resea htime;, .,
(38) “Writing”: written representation of a

-language following a systematic order designed to

clarify apd express-thought.

— ™ -

N

'581-22-201 (1) The Board, in resffonse to the
changing needs of Oregon learners, sets forth six
goﬂs for the public schools

.(2) Conceived and endorsed by Oregon citi-
zens, the statewide goals are designed to assure that
every student in the elementary and secondary
schools shall have  the opportunity to learn to
function effectively in six Life roles: INDIVIDUAL,
LEARNER, PRODUCER, CHH#ZEN, CONSUMER,
and- FAMILY MEMBER. Each goal suggests the
knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to function
in these life roles.

(3) The statewide goals shall be implemented
through the district, program and course goals of
each local school district. These local goals are set
by schools and communities together to fulfill a
mutual responsibility for the education of every
student. Because most of the knowledge and skills
needed to function effectively in the role of
LEARNER are acquired in school, the school has
primary responsibility for helping students achieve
this goal. <. =

(4) Each school and its community should
establish “priorities among the goal /r(n?veet local
needs, and allocate their resoux‘zs accordingly.
This process should provide each student with the
opportunity to achieve the requirements for gradu-
ation from high ‘school, and asvmuch additional
schooling as school and community resources can
provide. . ’

(5) Eachlindividual will have the opportunity
to develop to the beést of his or her ability the

Goals )

-knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary to func-

tion as'a (an):

(a) “Individual™: to develop the skills necessary
for dchieving fulfillment as a self-directed person;
to acquire the knowledge necessary for achieving
and maintaining physical and mental health and to
develop the capacity for coping with change
through an understanding of the arts, humanities,
scientific processes, and the principles involved in
making mom.l and ethical choices; :

A
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(b) “Learner”: to develop the basic skills of
reading, wnting, computing, spelling, speaking,
stening, and problem=solving; and to develop a
“ positive attitude toward learning as a lifelong
endeavor;

(c) “Producer”: to learn of the variety of
occupations; to learn to appreciate the dignity and
value of work and the mutual® responsibilites of
employees and employers; and to leamn to identify
personal talents and interests, to make appropriate
career choices, and to develop careezekills;

(d) “Citizen”" to learn to act in a responsible
manner; to learn of the rights and respoasibilites of
ctizens of the community, state, nation, and
world; and to learn to understand, respect and
interact with people” of.different cultures, genéra-
tions and races; .

(e) “Consumer” to acquire kndtvledge and ,to

develop skills in the management of personal
resources necessary for meeting oblhigations to self,
Tamily, and sociéty;
- (f) “Family Member” to learn of the rights
and responsibilites of family members, and to
acquire the skills and knowledge to strengthen and
enjoy family life.

‘Accreditation

Administration of the Standardization Ptogram

581-22-202 (1) The Board develops and issues
minimum  standards for Oregon public schools
under authority- of ORS 326.051. All public
schools must comply with these minimum stan-
dards and Board admuinistrative rules. These stan-
dards are not applicable to community colleges
defined in ORS 341, except for program requure-
ments for gragting ad ult-high school dip‘omas

(2) Jhe Superintendent initiates standardiza-
” tion wisits °to _ public elementary and secondary
schools on a regularly scheduled basis and at other
times as necessary. A public school. desiring an
official standardization appraisal at other than
scheduled times shall present a written tequest to
the Superintendent. Thes school will be classified
after an official standardization wvisit

Assignment of- Standardization Classification
581-22-204 (1) An official standardization
classification is assigned to each school in a district
after Department personnel supervise an on-site
appraisal. i
(2) Classifications shall be * ' -
(a) Standard school, ~
(b) Nonstandard school,
_+ (cyConditionally standard school.
(3). A local district with one or more nonstan-

/.

FRIC -
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dard schools shall be found deficient and classified
nonstandard and must submit a plan of correction
to the_  Superintendent pursuant to ORS
327.103(3). The plan of correction shall provide
specific steps to correct each deficiency, a comple-
tion' date~for correcting dach deficiency and the
date the local board approved the plan. When the
Superintendent approves the plan of correction,
the classification of the local district wnILbecome
conditionally standard.

(4) A conditionally standard classification ihdi-
cates a temporary status. Failure of the local
district to meet teyms of the correction plan shall
cause the classiﬁcgtrinon of the district to revert to
nonstandard, until such time as it adheres to the
plan or it amends and the Supermtendent approves
the plan.

v (5) When alocal district classified as condition-

* ally standaré has completed its plan of correction

and district officials certify the district is meeting
all provisions of these minimum standards, the
Superintendent may change the classification of
the district to standard.

-Waiver Provisions

581-22-206 (1) In admimstering the standard
1zation program, the Department shall encoura
school districts to develop instructional progrars
exceeding mimmum standards as well as carefully
planned pilot or experimental programs. When' a
special program or independent textbook adoption
necessitates deviation from the standards, a gchool
district shall submit a description of its proposal
and secure approval prior to implementing the
change. Approval, if granted, will be for a specified
time and may be followed by a Department
evaluation of the program.

(2) When local district officials believe it not
feasible to comply with a specific standard in 4
school or schools, they may petition the Superin-
tendent for a waiver.

(3) The petition for waiver shall:

(a) Identify the specific standard for which the
waivel is requested; -

(b) Specify why the district cannot l'easonably
comply with ¢he standard;

(c) Specify how the district is compensating to _ |

provide for the education, health and/or safety of
the children affected; «

(d) Identify a maximum time for which the
waiver is requested.

(4) The Superintendent shall recommend t&
the Board approval of such waivgrs and deviations
when the local supermtendent pfovi tlsfactory
written assurance that district nee tent of '
minimum standards are being met. The Supchnten-
dent shall speaify the time any approval shall be in

-
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effect.

(5) Petitions for waivers and deviations modify-
ing requirements specified in the “Oregon Revised
Statutes’ shall not be approved.

[ 4

Instructional Planning

Instructional Planning

5§81-22-208 Each local district shall adopt and
implement a system of instructional program plan-
ning and assessment to provide for:

€1) Sets of goals including:

(a) District. goals, adopted by the local board
by 9-1-76,

(b) Program goals contributing to achievement-

of district goals by 9-1-76,
(c) Course goals contributing to achiavement of
program goals by 9-1-77; -

(2) AsSessment in reading, writing fhd/or com-

puting within three instructional programs by

9-1-79 and six by 9-1-81 and reporting results to
the local community. Such assessment shall;
(@) Occur after determining if reading, writing

and/or computing skills myst be developed or -

applied for students to achieve program goals, and

(b) Use valid measurement procedures;; \

(3)- Needs identification related af’ least to
reading, writing and computing ' for" programs
-assessed and setting priorities for addressing such
needs by 9-1-80. This process shall include local
board review of needs identified and priorities set;

(4) Policies and procedures for making program
improvements by 9-1-80 at least in reading, writing
and computing in programs selected. for assess-
ment*

Instructional Program _

Educational Program

581-22218 To provide_ all students opportu-
nity to achieve district-adopted learner outcom
requirements for graduation and personal g
through participation in educational programs rele-
vant to their needs, interests and jbﬂities, each
local district shall' by 9-1-79 adopt procedures to

(1) Identify mdrvrduals learning strengths and
weaknésses;

(2) Provide learning opportuglres for students
fcsponswe to their needs;

.. (3) Determine progress students make in thedr
educational progrdm;

(4) Maintain’ st dent progress records$ and
report the mformatlon to parents anp, students.

Elementary Instructional Programs
581-22-221 Students in local districts having

[Kc
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"any combination of grades kindergarten through
eight shall by 9-1-76 receive instructiori.in language
arts, mathematics, science, social studies, health
education, physical education, musi¢ education
and art education. Local boards _may grant exemp-
tions when required by students’ religipus - or
cultural beliefs, or for students with special phy-

sical, sensory, or other handicaps. '

\Elementar Instruction Applicable to Reqhired

Competengies ' ’ ,
581-2 Local -districts shall by 9-1-77

_establish proYedures tg insure instruction in any
combination “pf grades kindergarten through eight
to provide stpdents with opportunities to acquire
knowledge gad skills applicable to minigaum com-
petencigs . required for grajuation adopted for
, receiving schoqls.

Graduation Requirements (Class of 1977).

581-22-224 Each local district enrollmg stu-
dents irf grades 9 through 12 shall offer.subjects to
gnable students to-meet the following graduation
requirements for the graduating class of 1977:

(1) Three unlts (30 semester hours) if language
arts/English;

(2) Two units (20 sem&ster “hours) # social
studies. The social studies series.requires courses, in

United - States hlstory/govemment and modem _ -

problents, or equivalent Board-approved work; -
(3) Two units- (20 semester hours) i;f’health
education and physical qduba‘tion;
(4) One unit (10 semester hours) in science;
(5) One unit (10 semester hours) in mathe-

* matics; e

(6) Ten units (100 semester, hours) in electlve
subjects unless focal board pohcy prescribes addh
tional work in certain su jects.

Graduation Reqqirements

-

584-22-226. (1) Each local district enrolling

students in grades_ 9 through 12 shall implement °

Board-adopted high school graduation require-
ments begmnmg with the graduating class of 1978.

(2) Credit Requireinents for high school pro-
gram completion: :

'(a) Each student shall earn a minimum 21 units
of credit in grades 9 through 12;

(b) Units of credit shaif be earne*d in the
following areas of study: .

(A) Language Arts/English—3

(B) Mathematw#—l : )

(C) Social Studres/Hnstory—l .

(D) C|t|zensh|p/Covernm”ent—l '

(E).Science—1

(F) Health Education—1 -

(G) Physical Education—1

£H) Consumer Education/Economics/Personal

N

’
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i o /-4\

Finance—1 : .
() Career Educatlon 1 - N
"¢JYEléctives—10 _— '
(c) Local boards may alter the number of umts

of elective credlts

(d) Local boards may establlsh addltlonal'
credit requirements beyond the minimum number.

-

(3) Planned course statements shall be written

for couses in grades 9 through 11 by 9-1-76 and in

grade. 12 by 9-1-77 and shall be available to--
students, staff, parents, local board, and mterested,'

citizens$. v
P /: ..
Diplomas and Certificates of Competency

581.22.228 (1) The local board ,shall award a

dlploma upon fulfillment. of all state and local
district credit, competency and attendance require-.
ments, -

(2) The local board may grant a certlflcate
KentifyIng acquired minimum dompeténcies to
students having miet some but not alfrequlrements
for the diploma and havmg chosen to end thexr
formal schgl experiences. N

Perfdrmance Requirements for Program
Completion - : ; S
581- -22-231 * (1) Student transcnpts shall

£

record demoristration of mmlmum competencles '

necessary to:
(a) Read, write, speak hsten
(b) Analyze; ~
(0) Compute
" (d) Use’basic sclentlﬁc and technologrcal pro-
cesses; -
(e) Develop and maintain a healthy mrnd and
body;, -+ - ~ .
(f) Be an informed cltlzen in the communlty,
state, and nation;
(g) Be an mformed cmzen in interaction w1th
nvrronment T e
(h) Be., ane mformed cltlzen on streets and
1ghways, - ’ .
(i) Be an mformed consumer of goods and
Services; - <. et
) Eunctron wnthln an occupation or contmue
ducatror\leadlng%o a career.
-(2) The local board shall by 9-1-76 adopt and
ake available, to the community mlmmum com-
petencies it is willing to acoept asevidencg students
bre equipped to function in .the society in which
hey live. Students need not develop 4ll competen—
ies withirt the formal schoolmg process Schools
hall provide necessary instruttion for those who
aeedl -it. The local district shall identify perfor-
ance indicators used for competency verification.
(3) The local district may alter performance
ndic®ors for compétencies or the local board may
leclare a policy for granting walvers to substitute

~
e -

competencles appropqate to umque needs and’
zbllltles of individual students.

Attendance

581-22-232 (l) Twelve school yeats, begm-
nmg with grade ' one of planned edycational -
‘experignce shall be?equlre&"’except as locat-boards
adopt policies providing éarly or delayed complé-
tion of all state and local program, credit and
performance requirements.

(2) Local boards may edopt policies to allow
crédit by examination or allow credit for off-
‘campus.experiences.

(3) .Local. boards are encouraged to ‘adopt
pollcfés alIowmg individual program completlon in
‘nore or lesskhan twelve school years.

(4) In any modification of the attendance
requlrements for- graduation, the administrator. _
shall consider age and maturlty of studepts, access

. to alternative learning experiences;, performance
levels,. desires of parents’ or guardians, and local
board guidelines.

‘Developing Appropriaté Efectives and Additional
Course Offerings Beyond State Minimums

581-22-234 Local’ districts are encouraged to -
develop- electlve offenngn;;rowdmg students op- .
portumtres to earn 4 minjmum ten electiye units of
high school credit.. As mdrc&ted in *OAR
581-22:226(2), however, the minimum number of
elective unlts of credit may be altered if the local
.district increases the number of required units of
credit. The electives shall be structured in terms -
of ldentnﬁe?student needs for diverse exbenences .
in vocationil, Q,cnentrﬁc; fine grts mode nguage
and humanities educatiql. ) E

-
¢

e

<
.

Loeal Drstnct Responsibrlnty for lmplementatlon

581-22-236 Each local district enralling stu-
dents in grades 9 thTOliBh 12 s implement the
competency component of its uation require-
ments as follows: . i o

(1).Establish minimum competencies and per- -
formance indicators beginning with the graduating,
class of 1978;

» (2) Certrfy attainment of competencies-neces-
sary to read, write, $peak, listen; analyze and
compute begmmng with the graduatmg class of .
1978 .

(3) Certlfy attainment of all competencies
begipning hot later than w:th the graduating class
q(]981 A

A dmimstiation

.

#*.

Operatmg Policies and Procedures
581-22-238 Each lofal district shall keep rules
adopted Jpursuant to ORS 332.107 and operating

81




. ‘'policies ‘and procedures, and shall make such  the sdministrator shall: - '
information available upan request. ©(F) Accept satisfactory 9th grade attendance
i ¥ ) and satisfactorily completed units of 9th grad
credit from a standard Oregon junior high scho
*#on the same basis as when completed in a four-year
Oregon high school; . )

(2) Accept minimum competencies, credits and
attendance completed in a standard Oregon school
as if they had beerr earned in the administrator’s
own distriet; . . !

(3) For out-of-state transfer students: =

(@) Accept units of credit and attendance
completed in standard secondary schools as,jf the
rqu”emer.lts bad been co;r:pleted in this state; i

g " (b) Determine which local district minimum
Equal Educational Opporttiniti‘os - ) cognpetenc.ies. the stydent must, demon§tr4te oto
581-22-242 -Each locat district shall_provide meet the district requirements for graduation:

-

. Personnel Policies :
581-22-241 (1) Each local district shall main-
tain personnel. policies including, but not confined.
to, the following: '
" (a) An affirmative action plan assuring equal
~ employment opportunities;"
(b)-Position desc'r;ptiqns, job requirements and
evaluation procedures for all personnel; ‘
(c) A liaison system between the local board
and its employébs. | -
12).Personnel policies shall be provided to all
school employees and made available to the public.

' squal edlicational opportunities for all students - (4) For students from a private, alternative, or K

under any educational program or activity the ~ nonstandard public secondary school:
Board administers -of authorizes. Students shall = - .(a) Determine the value Of‘Cl'Cd.ltS;. N
have equal opportunity to participate in programs - (b) Detgrmine. which local district minimum
and equal access to facilities: . ; competencn_e e student must .demonstrateﬂ. to
(1) Regardless of national origin, race, religion, meet the reqfirements for graduation; "
sex, marital status or family financial condition ‘ (c) Determine the number of yeats of whopl
(this standard not intended to modify attendance  2ttendance or equivalent; . e
boundaries nor to limit “pla(:ement by race in (?)’Deternnn?;grad Plgcement for elementary
legaliy\approved programs of. desegregation): studénts e_:nkrlle.d in grddes kmdergqrtefl throhg_h 8
(2) Regardless of age br handicap, except when (6) Determine the, value of credits obtained
either age or handicap. can be shown to chnflict through correspondence courses as applicable to
with legal limits or the requirements of 4 psogram; . :r.)e'etmg state -and Yocal requirements for gradua-
. ion; -
oihe(f‘t)ﬁ;e%iglc'l]fs;s, °f primary or Tmme langua:ge' ) (7)-Determine the value of credfis obtained in
o ) . g an approved community college program as apphi-
Records and Reports - ‘ © cable toward meeting state and local réquirements
581-22-244 Each local district shali complete for graduation. ‘ ‘

and forward promptly alt reports the Department - ' .
’ requires. pre "p_ y ’ P N P R Required Days of Instruction-

L
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e

'581-22-252 Each “local district shall schedule .

. A} . R )
Bonded Employees - . and provide an annual school year consisting of a
_ 58}-22-246 Each local district shall cause all minimum 175 days of actua! classiocom instruction
employees responsible for funds,’ fees, or cash (time students ase present for a major portion of a

-coHections to be covered under a board-approved. scheduled school day,_ engaged in learning experi- )

bond. . /\ ences related to district goals and under guidance

Accounting of Funds C R
581-22-248 (1) Stydent activity funds and
other fee or cash colle%tions‘shall‘ be examined
annually by a locil board-approved, independent _
accountant. , - e
(2) The local district"-shall adopt "poligies o Student Servites .
defining " “‘student activity funds” and prescribe District Guidance and Counseling Pe
specific purposes for-which each such fund may be 581-22-254 "Each local board shall by 9-1-76
used. ) ) approve a district guidance and counseling program

3) “Stud::m activity funds” shall be used only - rt ‘th¥ educational devel )
for purposes described by Jocal district policies © suppo L ncational_development of -each

. e . student by. '
adopted in compliarnce with this rule. by '

due to extraordinary conditiens may be counted™

dent’s approval.

[ . Baad T b LIRS SR LZ SV PR SEE 3 -3
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Eva]uati}lg.Studen;Transcrip(s . o ot e o '
581:22-251 In evaluating student transcripts, (a) Devgloping decision-makidg skills, -

-

-

.72
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of #eachers). Up to five days of temporary closure |

toward the 175 days, subject to the Superinten-
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v
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o ngeﬂl‘oping goals including but not lirﬁited




: .(b)'dbtaining information about self,
_ (c) Understariding opportunities and altema-
tives availjhle in éducation ograms,
(d) Sé¢ ting tentahve reer and education
goals, . '
. () Accepting increasis responsibility forone’s .
ions . S
(f) Developmg' skills in interpersonal relations
- (g). Utilizing school and community resources,
) ldentifymg .individual guidance needs in~
relation to Goals.if" OéR 581-22-201 and goals m
(1) of this rule; )
(3) Specifying . mstructional gbldance and
counseling activmes utlhzed in achievmg guid
goals; :
4 Assrgnmg gulda
school;

nce resgonsrbihtres to each

&3] Delinmg the Fd’tiona‘le to be used for -

assigning teachepstounselors or other specialists;
6) Coym programs in gradés kmdergar’lk
ten through 12;
(7)‘Specifymg methods for program evaluation.

School Guidance and Coumeliﬂg ] .
- 581-2225¢ Each school guidance and coun- ,
seling program shatl Fy't‘%6 tf based on a
wntten plan: )

o) Specrfying goals mcludmg but not hmlted
to those assigned in the district program;

‘

-~

(2) Specifying staff assrgnments in accordance,
with the rationale in thipdistrict program;

-(3) Providing counse
wnth certification rules;
* {(4) lIdentifying instructional, guidance andf
courise‘ling activities used §o achieve‘guidanc'c goals. ’

Student Records .

581.22-258 Each local board shnll adopt 2
policy which:

(1) Conforms to stat
dissemination of information in student records

. (3) Provid& for maintaining permanént s_tudent :

 records to inglude: | :
(a) Full name of student,
(5) Student birth date, . #
. (¢)Parents /guardmrﬁ{nan'fes
(d) Date of into the scheol,
(eﬁ Name of sdfiool- prevrously attended
(f) Subjectsftaken,
(g)Marks r ceived and/or credits eamed
(h)iAt
{ () Da
1 () Suc
Nmay scribe;

-(3) Provndes for the
retgned in‘a miptmu

the.‘s¢hool, the lo "% “is
d‘b distnct office, or for keepm

ng assignment&consrstent N

ﬁ't’ for acoes§ to and

‘
.

son for leaying school
ditfonal information as the district

cay

e-safe place in
ediate
plicate

L4 4

a"ﬁ("

-

nt record to l)e "

.+ establjsh proc

" permanent records in’ a safe deposrtory outsrde the
#building; ‘

(4) Provides for transfemng student progress
records to another' educational institution upon
receipt of notice of enrollment; ,

5 Provides for transferring behavioral records
to another educhtional institution only upon re-
quest of the students _parents, guardian, -or the ,
studéhnt if 18 or over.:

-

Health Semces ¢ :
Each local district shal-ll by

581-22-261
'9—1-76 o
< (1) De’\/elop -a plan 1dent|fy1ﬁg health semces
needed by agd provrded for studentsenrdlled i in its
schools;. " * ‘e

(2) When employmg *school nurses

3

assure
’ pracfﬁ'as a registered rurse. ,
| ' '

Stam ‘Class' Load

. Certificated Personnet .

'581-22-262 Each lodal district shal| employ
teachers and administraters who hold valid Oregon -
certificates 7and shall assign them in accordange
' Wwith each pe?sons certificate.

* Teacher Aides -
581-22-264 *A l.ocal drstnct employing teacher .
aides shall gbllow Board rules relatl( to teacheér
. aides A o .

** Dail Llass Size ~ :
'581-22-266 Each local district. shall establish
class sizes-at all grade. levels and in 2ll instructional

3]

X

-
-,

-, areas oonsidering curricslum content, instructional

¢ method, needs af students, and expected Ieammg
outcomes of a particu'lar class. .

-

. sf'

<o L4

' . Media & Materials
Media Centers Y.

581-22«268 Eachiocal district shall 9-1-76
prowde in"each school a center -offenng organized
"media services and materials- consistent with dis-
trict program and course goals. This center shall be
located appropriately to serve feeds of the instruc-
‘tiohal program and staff shall be assrgned consis-
tent with trt'catlon Tules. A A

elechon and Purchase .

581-22271 Eagh local district shall by 9-1- g
establish procedures for selecting and purchasr

’ ‘mstructional materials.

Materral

~

b4 b

Equipment Pur;km? . h
581 22-2730/[1' l.océdrstrlct sha#l by 9- 1‘76

ures ® d&oordinate evaluating and

.

BJ;

quglifications in¢lude-an Oregon nursing license to -




— al . *»

- purcﬁasmg mstruetlonal equnpment to 'insure
quality and compatibility of equipment with needs
of teachers and sﬂen@ )

N .

" Facili tiés

Facilities ) . Lo
581-22-274 . .Each local dlstnct shall provide

site and building enviropments appropriate for the

distfict instructional agd Support program activities

and*for human physica.l needs

Furmture. Equlpment Materials

581-22:27§, Each local, district shall provide
equipment an matenals to support programs and
actmtles bnmplement district goals.

| 9
-

Bulldmg Program and Plans . _ ‘
581-22-278 . (1) Each local district shall obtain
Department apppvd of the.distri®®: )
(a) Building program to include planned amM
" projected séhool population, grade levels served,

nature of immediate neighborhood and greater: students and adults

commuynity, educational philosophy, policy regard-
. ing ' community involvement and use of school
facilities, activities to be accommodated by both
building and, site, desirable relationships between
“various actjyities, the desired character of the
school and jise ucational outcomes; ¢

(b) Prelimthary drawings—to scale, clear,

accurate-—descnbmg proposed construction or .

remodeling work by means of floor plans,¢levation
drawings, sectional drawmgs, and site plans describ- *
ing project scope, size, shape, configuration, feneé-
stration, and general interrelationships of buildhg
elements, and ;elatnonshxp of building mass to site .,
apd site development;

{(c)" Outline _specifications ‘indicating general
scope Of project and types of structural, mechani-
cal and lighting systems, building materials,
exterior and mteno“ﬁmshes and s:te development

» particulars.
* (g Each local district shall subsequently obtain
ment approval. of working .drawings and
specxﬁeatnons (#hitectural tontract documents)
clearly, accurateiy and eompletely describing pro- .
~ posed constructiorr: . .

e T
SO Safﬂy N .
.Emérgency Plans and Safety Programs

581-22-280 Each loca] district shall b& respon-
sible for. management of a current oomprehensnve

- . . '

employee-student emergency plan and safety pro-
gram, for all departments and programs under its

.",.

. jurisdiction.
Safety Ins;{stlon Practices .
* 581-22-p83 Each local distriét shall conduct
ard document regularly scheduled safety inspec-
tions of all property under its jugsdiction.
Acgident Prevention In-Service. g—
581-22-284 ‘'Each local district shall conduct
an accident prevention inservice program for all
" employees.
Accldent Reporting Systems :
4581-22-286 Each local district shall maihtam -

.an accident _ reporting system for accidents .on
district property, or involving employees students
or, \qsnt\ngg public.

Safety Devices .
581-22-288 All hools shall provide neces-
, sary safety devices an mstructnon for their use foa

Auxiliary Services

-
t \-5.

~

v o *

Pupil Transportatlon Services
581-22292 Pupil transportahon provided at
local district expense shall comply with applicable

‘statutes and Board rules. ) ,

« "

[ ] \

Bus lnspectmn and Maintenance
. 581-22-294  Buses shall "be oonstructed
equipped, maintained, and inspected in accordance

: wnth appllcable statutes and Board rules.

L 4
J,
School Bus Drivers ’
581-22-296 Schook bus drivers shall possess a
valid Qregon School Bus Driver’s License and shall

comply with applicable statutes and Bqard rules. .

School Fo R '
581-22-298 cal distriots operating
reimbursed student fogd servicé programs. shal] - ¢

¢3mply with Board and State Health“Dmsuon rules:

Cuslodnal Semees ‘
581-22 300( Buildings' and grounds shall be

maintained to provnde conditions conducive to

health-and'Safety of all'persons , .

~ a
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( . OCEE DISTRICT SURVEY
*, '. ‘. "

o | . : .
'Agptux:lmtelyhowmanycmpetencieshasyom'dlsmctdeve edwh:.cha.u
suﬂmtsintheclassofmnmtpassinordertq o

I?'

Eif’-“ﬁwtm g

camcund.es)? |
o . Number omepetencies :
Is your district pfesently adapting or modzfy:mg these competencies?
(Check cm?
) </ . L] . a.u Yes
L@ “b. .No ‘

’ . I3 -
) _lS..é_‘.
.

Indicztemgradelmls&mgwhlchsuﬂentsmmmau expectedtobe

cem.fiz& o cmpetenc:.a.

. _ . i
® oL Co - »
' ’

v

N b.
'.: t . ] - . c.
) : d.

. £
.. -.' g.

Wxat:.syarrestimateofthe
d:su-ictthatarecertn.ﬁedonthabasisof'

e.
.

@Check all that: &Ppl)')
a._-1-6

7th

8th
9th-

, 10th

11th <,

12

percentages of gmduatiun

20.0
40.0

' 49.5
—99.0
T 08.1

5]

"~ 90.5

. ————

etenc:.es in Your
(estimate percentage) ‘

Iﬁ your district to vd:at extent does ce:tiﬁcatiantx ‘the graduation-'\-
calpetsr.ies rely on the judgment of ind.iv:.dzm classroan teachers"
(Check ohe only)

.

s

A

)
R a.'Stmdarddutrictw:Ldapmcedure_s ‘
. amdrests S Baa gy
- . b. Standardd;.m-mmaemau ) o
o ~with tests determined by .
(0 - . teschers- v X=45.1 3
rp ‘Ce, Proceduresa:ﬂtestsdeteminedby '
< . Lt ‘ _indindmlclassromteecmry . X-69.2 ¢

9-300 ¥=80

PR—

I

e

» -
‘ \\4 ' a.- Exclusively , 3.0 |@ -
" L b. To a considerable extent . \ . 47.6 ' ¢
.' . €. To asmall extent . -y 7136
“ g . —
— - ds Im;lvidna.]. teacher gmeat is ' .
) A rarely used, for 5.8
} - q‘ " ' U‘ - . - l.. a 7‘7
' S G IV % - -




N

kS ' .
@®-, 6. What portion of studdnts in
-Competencies by tests, viti
student?“ (Check cne only) -

/ R - .
" - Very Dop't
Likely _Likely ‘Know

',:’?9.8 ‘ 21,5 % T




-
§

'8, What is the mmimm mmber of elective "and req\nred: anits of créait“'aﬂr .
b student must have to graduate from your district in 1976-77% " , ‘

B \ , | a. Mmimm»requlredcre&:.ts‘ 7 X .- 24.1
o \ bl lh.nmm elective cred:.ts . . -X=20.5"
AN . o , ' ) oY , :
B. \Xn 1977-787 I ‘ 5 - , Q .
Y bﬁnmcred:.ts reqm.red ) T X=2.4
. b. Minimm elective credits | © X =19.8 -
¢ 9. mtzsymestimteoftthercentofthzlwssemorclasswh:.chislikely
o mhzveseﬁmsdiffzaﬂtygradatingwiththemdassonl because will
not ha%met same of the recmiredjraduatmn competencies?  (Check one oLnIyi,
a. About 0% . . % 168, %
S . A . i_d—z""_—.
. , , : _c. About 10& . x| ;6.;
: . , . - d. About 15 R . .__5.3
B ' . ‘ e. About 29} o 3.2 -
'_. ' | f“'AboutZS%'d'rgreatm" 8.2
g . -, - - —— wt I R ' - ' . - . - @ ...,..\.__.

10. A. Ifasﬁxdentshouldfaﬂtobecertiﬁedonscme@z@anadcmpemes
( - enschedlde(sayingradem)whatoptmnscmﬁ:eiwd:ﬁtgxmsein

® , ordertodmsmte reqtmedcanpeteucyin197677" - o
, a. Take the course over- L 80.4. %
b Mabgpﬂ:'workmhzsorher,om . 62.7 -
" A R - Tah'anotherregularcmrrsevﬂuchtachg S
@ o the campetencies =~ . » ~78.0°,
j" -7, . d. Attend a medial program offered
T in the sumner or. after school "y 29.4
’ A ‘ e. ’ aspeci.ai"makaup"progmor- ¢ - ‘
PR lab offersd during the . =~ * -
® rezultrschooldzr Yooy S 46.1
o £ k up at another accredited v
& P mﬁga g.». Gommunity college) . I
T g.-"omr(specify) ‘. S ) "___'9*.8 I'e -
o . L e e l > E
.oe ‘h? Dan'tlcnew‘ ! g ’ 1,0
. *B. ,Ifastudaxt'.shauldﬁ‘ becertiﬁedmsomegradm’ticncompetmgies
- on schedule (say in IO)mmtoptimscanthesmdmtmrd.sein '
. ordcrtodmstratetherequiredcmpetenqinwﬁ-n? o) .
.\34;"" " _ e -Take thecafseover T ' 79.6 '¥
L b, Maheupthnmr!onhisarharown ‘ 68:0
" , '€ 'Taig another régulai¥ course which tgaches
oy 't thesame copetencies - 8.z
d.’ Attaxdaspeciafrenedialpmgmoffqred C
‘ inmstm’rofafteﬂschool _ - 3.1 -

= N ‘_ AN 8‘] \ .".. ”' o D ‘79

PRI




<

’e.' Makethemrkupat anotheraccrﬁ&:.t&
institution (e.g., commmity tollege)
. - ‘ ‘24 3

Other(spec:.fy) '

Don'thmr ' Cow

-£.

8- ———————
prmemberofth;classoleﬂwerebehmdmcmp gradua‘d.anrequire-
mts,whlchofthefollwingmllminelybeinfomedof
thesmdentmstmeetmordertogra&m : cbe}ul (Checkallthatapply)

, a. The students

1.0 . \,

%0 %

The parents
The counselor
‘The hane room teacher or 't'sadv:.sor
'ﬂmprm:ipalorvicepnm:.pal T
.,Aregvnm'classroanteachzr
A district staff

NO one.will 1ybemformd

. Other (ple?rse specify)_

- e - r

a ‘nember of the clas; of 19
i ‘the fo
must

. .5? .

1978 were behind in ccmpleung
meet

X

o/ 3 )
PR

ﬁxehmerbé’m‘feach;\ar\suﬁent'sadvisor
. -.e. The principal or vice principal .‘._,
£. A regular classroam teacher
_‘g. Adistﬁ.ctstaffspeczmst
b, Noonemllmtmlybemfmmd
i Oqzz(please;pecify) -t
\ T —
Inresponsetothe&inimmstam"ards

—

. -
(- o

o Q.m:rter/Year
or Month'/-

graduation
llcwingwillmxtinelybeinfomedofthecm-
mordertog'radnataunschemle? (Check

95.0
91.1 -
48.5

77.2';'«:- ’,

43.6
10.9-
g1 BN

. =

com-

97.1
96.2 °
91.3
51.9
81.7..
51.0 -

. '14.4
1.0

’ -3'.-8 °

P
[

apprm:pntelywhen inymn'district 4'
" d,idhﬁ.lnduals or graups offszlmerldngmthefollowing? T

Work Has Don't

a.. Setting district goals

b. Setting program goals

Setting course goals

&




J/

v L | ‘ Quarter/Year  Work Has Domts -
e . A Y or Month / NotBegtm‘I&bw .
d. Setting graduation . ‘ '
U » -  Competencies . . /.
. 'i,'.,‘,e.Plannmgad-istnct'~ _ o
o ) . program assessment Lo /
‘. . f. Flmng, i adisuiCt
4 . needd identification "/
8. Campet
R tatsoruamtnaggs
or selecting performance - ‘
X indica 3;?‘3‘ / ' i -
ho i ithiCh ]‘
teach the graduation .
\ ' " } /
* i i. Developing a o T
' System for student gress ~
Jmthegradt‘latiowpm ' L D
] * Competencies : /
® 14, Whlchofthefoncwmgha!tsreqmred todate themsteffort
. districe? (Checkonaonly) o SR SSE S you *
‘Setting district goals . ;‘ ey 7.5 -8
( ' b._ Settd'gprogramgoals e . ' 2.2
® | .. " @Suﬁngmms- . _ , 17.2
o X '@ Setting zraHmtioncmpeten;ies Com 52,7
%» - A4 f. Planning program assessments : ' .1 -
‘ , - g Cmrhrnngadumaneedszdennﬁcanm _ _i
& . "‘h. Prepa'mge:mnaumsofthegradnation o T
/\ B2
‘DecidinginWhichmsestoyachthe' ot
' graduation competencies 11
° 3. MI@mammgsystemforsuﬁent - -
progress on the graduation cm:petmes : 29
15. ; How mich time has your district Board of Education d@d to the implémentation
n ,qfthemini_nmstandardsmymn-dz.smct? tap N
e .- | a A great smount of time ) 1.8 ¢
" * . b. A'moderate amoumt of time T "'. t34.3
J €. A small apount. time ‘ ! K -49.0
pe S d. No time at all = | ’ T~ 4.9
: BN
: 9] o
SN . o - 5 . -
/ £ b




L - L4 A
£ *

s

" 16. Nh;chofthefonowmgbestdescribestheamamtofstaﬁfresmcesmdis:n
"~ - has invested in plamning for the minimm $tandirds?

a. Qn’d_:.stngthasplaceda eat deal of staff. - 37.9 s
resmncesmto p],anning mmmm - - - —
s b. Qrdxstrictha.splacedamoderateammmtof 369
: \ staffresomes’mtuplammgforthe . :
Onduuicuhas placedasmallamomtqﬂ .,,' | ~i9.4
. staff rescurces into plamning for the - -
mnamstanda;nds. x "o
. d. Om'dlstncthasplaced staff ‘5.8 .
, Tesources into plann:m m.nmm T
m’ 8 J ! ' .o N ’

fo

.:]',7. Indica: 'vmichmsé:dwwshave venfomlinpxtintn
.\ uov;g (Checkallthatapply) ' & th.e
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8. a.
{
P —
+
o
v
o
, -
‘ <
! é
mQ(
®
‘
N
19. N
L 2
®
,'
. -

/..

[ 4

3

LN
PME7

Did citizens from ‘the com?ny formally partlupate in the selectmn ‘and
e .

definition of ‘the-dis

vel goals for your district?

’

a. Yes (if yes, pi‘ase, go t&¥ o » _
©  question 18-b. ' X o 592 %
 (if g, please go to
}f’ qu;snglon 18-c) | : - 22.3 .
- Such goals have yet to be eloped
(skip to question 20) 18.4
(If yes to.question 18-a) How was citizen paﬁidpaﬁm carried cut?
. (Check all that apply) . A
a. School Board meétings . 9.2 ¢
b. Pubiic amouncement. § public meethgs 2.8
C. Meetings where selected member's of-the 60.7
© commmity were invited . "
- d. Establismd a select citizen committe '
to establish goals . 33.3
-e, Other (please specify '
- ) . N ::\ ) 14 8 ‘ -
., (Sap-to o) W 7
€. (If no to question 48-a) What,.in your opim.an conmbuted most toihe
lack. of citizen part:.clpation in the setting of d:.smct-level goals )‘
(Qxeck one anly) - o o
. a. Pailmtoamamce&pubhcizemtﬁgs 8.0 ,%‘,
». +  b. Citizen apathy . . _ 5.0
. c. No pol:.z for camum.ty involvemeﬁ}z\xe! 95.0

(Skip to 20)°

1 €..;Not helpful -
. 4. More a hindrance than a help

’
- v

-
3 . .
L ‘ s,




84

20.1' Cons ring the vasilry 6f changés that have taken' place or m§y take place in
o | mﬁ under’ﬂ;e minimm standards, which-of ‘the foll groups or
L ) s strongly Support at least some of these thapges? (Check- a.11 that ‘
'.(@‘ ‘ *\'merelsnostrongsgpport;manyquarter "14-3 $
° b. The school board 60.2
" €. The superintendent ' 745
¢ " 4. Swme building administrators-- . - 714
¢ e.®Some faculty members oo J8.6
) _ f. «Some studmts ’ ‘ 39.8
. *#g. Some pa:rents _ 67.3
- h. One or more special interest groups 11.2
. _—
& %&;ﬁmfz?mmtmﬁaﬁmuﬁm 1 dest s
. a. There is no strong oppos:.tmn in any quarteg 56.6 ‘%
b. The school board. . 11,1
o , G- The superintendent - ‘ - .r
: d. Same bu.:.ld.mg admmstrators _ 20.2
- €. Scme fac..lty membe‘s . . 424
. f. Som¥ parents - 22.2
° ( g- One Or more special interest g'mups 5. 9.1
? >3 =
.‘.2. How do y:u rate the ?mgress ff your dJ.S‘FTlCt in Jmplanentgg the stat:e |
. * a. Ahmd of schedule '32.0 %
¢ . b. On schedule 42.0 .
K : c. Behmd schedule . 2.0
3. &Tmﬂ; whz.ch dlstncts dn the sta.ff are the.best models fo;,canpétency
.{' S See last page for Tespanses - ]
¢ &“&Eﬁtm@m’;""m“ ol s it goale. coutse.
. goals, and campetencies required for graduat:.cm) in the t five years. (One
- checkeachfora, b, ¢, and d) .
. " Very  Somewhat Not
. pas ant  Important ° Important
® ( The state sfandards” © T 770 .20.0 - 3.06
b. -District needs idmnficatlon 12.8 61.7 25.5 %
.+ ¢. Commmity pressure 8.0 . 36.0 56.0 %
' "d. Dlstrict comnitment’ toward : - o
o o . sél -mpmvanmt . 70.6 - 23.5 5.9 %
LRIC . W S
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PAGE 9 *

o Zg.’ Please rate the importance of the following factors in pmmpting‘chmges m
: district's instructional Programs in the last five years. (One check ol
: ﬁ T a, Y c’ [ o . . . . vy
. “ . © Yery &m’n Not
° . B BT ‘I@ortant . rtant “Importag_t_ )
a. The state minimm stémdazﬂs | 52.0 41.0 s = ,’ 7.0 ¢
‘ .'b.fDistrict need identification 33.3 49.0 : - . 17.7 l% T
® . c¢. Commmity-pressure 9.3 49.5 - _41.2 %
- d. District commitmen : ' | ' A o -
self-improvanent',h- ; : " 70.6 25.5 3.9 %
o o . | o
26. illease.rat'g the Jmportance. of the following factors in prompting changes in
your district's student evaluation procedures in the last five years. (Qne
checkﬁfora,F,c,aTxd'Hi - . ..
| . . Very Somewhat .Not.
) ‘ Important Important Ttant
a. The-state minimm standards 45.0 36.0 ..19.0 %
--:_- ———eee— . ———
b. District need identification 24.2 4.4 313 %
, .,( €. Commmity pressigpe . 7.4 " 40.0" 52.6 %
- d. District comnitment toward P . e
self-improvement 58.4 35.6 . 5.9 % -
. o g pe
. . : - .
. . 1
Q7. Please rate the importance of the following factors in prompting changes in - '
your %'s record-keeping procedures in the.last fgve years. §Qné dh
r a’ » C, . ) ’ ? 1 "o ’ . .
- . E Very  Somewhat - ‘Not
. t
o . . ’ %an Important rtant
a. The state minimm standards 70.3 - 24.8° 5.0/ $
b. District need iMntification - 4.6 36.5. 49.0 § .
€.. Commmity pressure - - 5.2 . 19.8 1 75.0° %
@ d. District commi tment toward ’ - " '
- self-improvement o - 53.0 © 33.0. 8 14.0. §
Py \ ) N - . . . . ..
- x / - . ., ”
. - r - .
{ | - .
. ‘ e § ,
v 85
}\L - 9') ’ ) :/&
) LY , - n =~ ‘
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. ’ - ’ - LR}
L . ~ .
3 : . A .
~ )
* * .

28.  Pledse estimat® how likely it is that students in géneral will spend more . !
' time in each of the following areas, as a result of recent policy or procedural *
. changes in your disffict. (Use one check for eachofra-f) - ..~ [ -. '
‘ . . ‘ ’ .. ‘ o ’E . .
o . N o . Very o . .Very Don't -
\ . ) o . - Unlikely “Bnlikely Likely Likely Know .

o
*

. 4 s . 7 ‘ ~
R a. In talking to teachérs or . e PR | . |
o - counselors in order to ' ' . B P
. "__Select courses. ' - 2.0 6.9 38.2 52.0 1.0¢
t \‘_ . - . . K . s} A + - "
, B.- - InZvorki.ng on tj'te bagc L, % o : - j_ '
: skill areas of reading, o _ ‘ < .
, . @tlhg’ and c‘@mw;:tatiqn . 1.0 i 3.0 40-.0 ' :56.0 - - % ”
! €.’ In learning in settings . . / |

outside the classroom 5.1- - 14,1 - 47.5 , 24.2 9.1 ¢ -
e oS .

d. In relativelf active . ‘o -~ .
* ' pursuits such as writing, » 7 . \\/
speaking, and performing - o ‘
or demonstrating skills . 1.0 8.0 . 45.0 . 38.2 - 8.0%

€. In formal assessment ’ ' s

ol | activities as a basis . ‘
. - for placement in courses 2.0 21.8 44.6  22.8—~ 8.9 $
In' formal evaluation . .
. activities designed to’ . . :
° T . ' assess témpetency 150 . 6.9 38.6 47.5 59%

29. Are student performdnce data (grade’Q-lZ) collected through' district , v
R assessment or testing programs an a regualr pasis? (Check.Ore) -~ " ‘
® R ~a. Yes ) 63.07 % :“

. * . ' . ———————
o * b. *No. . 370, .
b] ". s P '( . . . N o, ————————
. . . ;
N o
. - .

@30. Where ilight.:, we obtaje a description of the assessment program if such a «
y .programexists? o . - e A
- _ Name ¢! st
'.' oo . Telephone Number :\
L ‘ I : —N

( : Position g . ' R
P1 place thelicampleted quesgiomnaire in t]v( Tetury envelopg provided and P
mail to'Oregon REsearch Institute.. 4\ \ o N . )

) e T . ¢ g .
,_lilc'hzuk you for ¥our cooperation. .. .. 90, 86

B .
' . . .
oo ' : . -
' . B .
- * [} - -f
v N . ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ompeténéy basqd education?'

Albany UH 8 J R
Baker School District 53

.Beaver'ton School Districtt483\\\\

Conéon School District 25
Daytan School Diétricf‘S ,
.Detfoit‘ScﬁooL bistrict 1233°
lEﬁgéqe School District 4J
Hi1lsboro UH 3JT , S
Hood River'School District 1
Klapath Falls UH 2
Lake Oéwego‘School District 7 .
¥Edford School District 549
Neah-Kah-Nie Dis?rict 56

W

¥orth Marion School District 15 ¢

“'Parkrose School District.3 "\

e

Portland §cthl Disf;ict 13

" Salém SéhoolxDistgiét 243
. Sherwood School District 88J
Dallas School District 2 - ”\\ .
’ !

‘Fern ﬁidge School District 28J

o MbMingville School District 40
. Sheridan School Distriét 487

Springfield School Digtrict 19

* North Clackamgs School District 12

Amity School District 4J

~

. - ’
. — 9.,
¢ LN {
, R . ~

‘e

L]

’ "

:LLn your opinion, which districts in the state are the

N

.-
I

best models

'y

+ 87




