
   

 
                                                                        
 
 
 
 

 
BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

State Investment Board Room 
2100 Evergreen Park Drive SW, Olympia 98502 

March 31, 2011 
 

9:00 
Ethelda Burke, chair  
Welcome and Introductions 

 

Tab 

   
9:10 
 
 

Consent Agenda
 

  

• Approval of January Meeting Minutes 
 

• Moderate Degree Change for Approval: CWU, Bachelor of 
Science Aviation Management and Bachelor of Science 
Professional Pilot, Resolution 11-04 

 
            This proposed degree conversion would include moderate curricular changes 
            that enhance CWU's ability to obtain program- specific accreditation. 
 

• New Degree Program for Approval: UW Seattle, Master of 
Science Sustainable Transportation,  

      Resolution 11-05 
 
            This proposed self-supporting degree program would prepare professionals  
            working in transportation-related fields to apply sustainable transportation  
            strategies in their practice.  It would be delivered online except for a five-day,  
            face-to-face summer residency component on campus. 
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9:15 
 

 
Don Bennett, HECB executive director, will provide an overview of the meeting 
agenda and will discuss key Board and staff activities occurring since the Board’s 
January 2011 meeting. 

Report of the Executive Director  

 

 

   
9:45 

Staff will provide the Board an update on pending/new higher education legislation 
and state and higher education budget status. 

Update on Legislative Session and Budget Status 

 
• Summary of 2011 Higher Education Legislation 
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• State Revenue Forecast and Budget Status  
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10:30 

The Board will hold a work session with staff and guests as an initial discussion on the 
context and scope of the Master Plan update. 

Strategic Master Plan Update – Work Session 

 
      Overview         

• Context and scope of the Master Plan update 
• Review of major goals, objectives, strategies 
• Timeline for the work ahead 
 

General Discussion 
      The Board and stakeholders will discuss key issues to be addressed in the  
       Master Plan update. 

• Randy Dorn, Superintendent of Public Instruction 
• Charlie Earl, Executive Director, State Board for Community and 

Technical Colleges 
• James Gaudino, COP, President, Central Washington University 

6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
12:00 Lunch – The Board will recess for a working lunch.  
  

 
 

Afternoon Session: Master Plan Update - Policy Planning Briefings 
Guests and staff will provide the Board with briefings to assist the Board in its higher education policy 

planning activities and responsibilities. The focus of the briefings will be on P-16 transition points, 
student preparation, and teacher professional development. 

  
 

 

1:00 ACT (American College Testing) Presentation 
ACT staff will review the findings of “A First Look at the Common Core and College 
and Career Readiness.”  The report establishes a baseline of performance on the 
standards and discusses how states, districts, and schools can support implementation 
of the Common Core state standards. 

• Scott Frein,  Director of Strategic Development 
• Sherri Miller, Assistant Vice President, Educational Planning and Assessment 

System Development 
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1:45 College-Ready Students and Classroom-Ready Teachers: Panel 

Discussion  
The panel will discuss higher education’s role in preparing kids to be college ready 
and preparing teachers to engage and inspire students to succeed. 

• Eleni Papadakis, Executive Director, WTECB 
• Jessica Vavrus, Assistant Superintendent, OSPI 
• SusanEllen Bacon, Associate Dean of Professional Development, Continuing 
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Meeting Accommodations: Persons who require special accommodation for attendance must call the 
HECB at 360.753.7800 as soon as possible before the meeting. 

 
 
 
 

2011 HECB MEETING CALENDAR 
 
 

DATE LOCATION 
May 19, Thurs 

9:00 – 4:00 Pacific Lutheran University 

  
June 30, Thurs 

9:00 – 4:00 
Western Washington University 

516 High Street, Bellingham, WA  98225 
  

August 25, Thurs 
(Board Retreat) 

Tbd 
 

  
September 29, Thurs 

9:00 – 4:00 
WSU Tri-Cities 

2710 University Drive, Richland, WA 99354 
  

November 17, Thurs 
0:00 – 4:00 

UW Bothell 
18115 Campus Way NE, Bothell, WA  98011 

 

Education and Outreach, Seattle University 
• Jan Yoshiwara, Deputy Executive Director of Education, SBCTC 

   
2:45 theWashBoard.Org 

The Washington Scholarship Coalition, comprised of private foundations, non-profit 
groups, and state agencies, has developed a “clearinghouse” to address the challenging 
aspects of college financing for students and scholarship providers. The clearinghouse 
is known as theWashBoard.org. Guests and staff will brief the Board on the activities 
and accomplishments of theWashBoard.org. 

• Christine McCabe, Executive Director, College Spark Washington 
• Mary Beth Lambert, Marketing and Communications Consultant, Washington 

Scholarship Coalition 
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3:15 

Public Comment
 

 - A sign-in sheet is provided for public comment on any of the items above.  

Adjournment 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
March 2011 
 
Draft Minutes of January 27, 2011 Board Meeting  
 
 

Charley Bingham 
Board members present 

Ethelda Burke, chair  
Roberta Greene 
Bill Grinstein 
Earl Hale, vice chair 
Jesus Hernandez 
Paul Ishii 
Addison Jacobs 
Sam Shaddox 
Sam Smith 

 
 
Welcome and introductions 
Newly-elected HECB Chair Ethelda Burke opened the meeting at 9:00 a.m. and asked the 
members of the audience to introduce themselves.   
 
Consent agenda items approved 
Action:  Earl Hale moved for approval of the November 2010 meeting minutes and three 
additional items on the consent agenda: 

1. Adoption of changes to Board Bylaws,  Res. 11-03 
2. New degree program at CWU, Master of Science in Law and Justice, Res. 11-01 
3. Moderate degree change at EWU, Bachelor of Arts in Education in Early Childhood 

Education, Res 11-02. 
Jesus Hernandez seconded the motion. All consent agenda items were unanimously 
approved.   

 
 
Discussion with new legislative Higher Education Committee chairs 
Board members introduced themselves to Rep. Larry Seaquist, House Higher Education 
Committee Chair, who shared his views about the future of higher education in the state.  He 
discussed the proposal by the Governor to create a new Department of Education that would 
merge several agencies from K-12 to higher education under a Secretary of Education reporting 
to the Governor.  
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Rep. Seaquist also discussed the need to move quickly to increase educational attainment in the 
state, even during the current recession.  He said our state is near the bottom of the heap. We 
need to “allow the institutions to be what they are” and we need to figure out how to improve.  
 
In parting, Rep. Seaquist offered to join the HECB in its master plan work sessions around the 
state during the interim to bring important higher education issues to the public. 
 
Sen. Rodney Tom, chair of the Senate Higher Education & Workforce Development Committee, 
joined the meeting next. Sen. Tom discussed the relationship between economic competitiveness 
and education, and the importance of providing strong advocacy for higher education in a time of 
competing demands for limited state resources. 

 
Report of the Executive Director 
Don Bennett provided an update on agency programs and activities, including three agency-
request bills that were moving through the process: 

• Authorizing the branch campuses of the research institutions to offer doctoral-level 
programs; 

• Streamlining the administration of certain financial aid programs; and  
• Eliminating HECB biennial reporting requirement regarding the Health Sciences and 

Services Authority. 
 
Bennett said the state no longer has reciprocity agreements with Oregon, Idaho, and British 
Columbia due to changes in state laws allowing institutional control of tuition waivers.  Walla 
Walla Community College continued offering tuition waivers to a limited number of Idaho 
students into 2010 because they had no record of notification that the agreement ended. The 
HECB is working with the SBCTC and Walla Walla Community College to develop a workable 
solution for these students.   
 
Bennett then discussed the Governor’s 2011-13 higher education budget proposal and its 
relationship to the Board’s budget recommendations. The Governor proposed a total state 
general fund budget of $32.1 billion. Of this total, 8.3 percent or $2.7 billion in state funds are 
allocated for higher education. Bennett said this would be an all-time low “share” of the state 
budget for higher education. (The Board had recommended a “survival budget” representing 10 
percent of the state budget.) 
  
 
Impact of Governor’s budget on financial aid 
Rachelle Sharpe, interim director for student financial assistance, discussed the impact of the 
Governor’s proposed budget on student financial aid. The Governor’s budget included $91.6 
million in additional funding for the State Need Grant (SNG) program, which will be used to 
match proposed tuition increases dollar-for-dollar.  This continues a 10-year practice of funding 
the SNG so that it keeps pace with tuition increases.  
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Despite this additional funding, however, the number of un-served students in the State Need 
Grant program is expected to remain high in 2011-13.  Currently, more than 22,000 enrolled 
students who qualify for a SNG are un-served.   
 
Other financial aid programs did not fare as well in the Governor’s proposed budget. The State 
Work Study program, the second largest need-based financial aid program, would be cut by 45 
percent from 2009-10 levels. In addition, all other state financial aid programs would be 
suspended for new recipients. 
 
 
Governor’s Department of Education proposal 
Leslie Goldstein, education policy advisor to the Governor, summarized Governor Gregoire’s 
proposal to focus on student achievement by providing a seamless, state-level education system 
from early learning through career training. Authority now held by numerous early learning,  
K-12, and higher education agencies would be consolidated in one Cabinet-level Department of 
Education led by a Secretary of Education appointed by the Governor.   
 
Under the Governor’s plan, 10 boards and offices that are currently independent or report to the 
Governor -- including the Higher Education Coordination Board -- would be merged into the 
new Education Department. There would also be a separately appointed K-12 education 
ombudsman and a state education council, which would focus on accountability and best 
practices. 

A transition team would be appointed to plan the steps for bringing agency functions together. 
The plan is due January 2012 and the transition of agencies and functions would begin by July 
2012, to be completed by January 2013.  

Sam Smith commented that four states have a system similar to the one the Governor is 
proposing and all are saying that their system is not working and they would like to change it.  

Board comment 

Earl Hale wanted to know why the budget for the State Board for Community and Technical 
Colleges would be assigned to the new cabinet Secretary while appropriations for the four-year 
institutions would remain with those institutions.  

Roberta Greene was concerned about lack of public input on the proposal. She said higher 
education would lose the kind of attention it deserves when it is lumped with the school districts. 

Addison Jacobs said the student achievement initiative by the two-year colleges has already 
made progress; she wondered if the proposal would disrupt that momentum. 

 
Education governance structures 
Jan Ignash, deputy director of policy, planning & research, discussed the experiences of states 
with differing governance models. Some states have coordinating boards similar to the HECB; 
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some have university systems; and others have departments that consolidate K-12 and higher 
education, similar to the Governor’s proposal.   
 
Pennsylvania, Idaho and New York have consolidated departments of education. Despite this, 
these states report there is little cross-sector collaboration and limited ability to pull data from 
across the system. In Florida where a “super board” was created, there is ongoing lack of system 
coordination; there is duplication of programs and lack of focus on system capacity 
measurement. Minnesota’s system is not effective at addressing seams of education and has 
made little progress on other concerns: participation by race/ethnicity, working adults, and 
affordability. 
 
On the other hand, Ignash said, states that are making significant progress on P-16 issues 
(Georgia, Maryland, Indiana, and Oklahoma) have  unified higher education governing boards or 
coordinating boards.  Ignash concluded that a coordinating board provides a good fit in a state 
with Washington’s particular complexity, political environment and leadership direction. 
 
 
Higher education Accountability Report, 2009-10 
Ignash and Christy England-Siegerdt, associate director for research,  presented the 
Accountability Report, which looks at the progress made by the four-year institutions on seven 
performance measures; provides an update on SBCTC’s  Student Achievement initiative; and 
reports on the Governor’s Government Management Accountability and Performance (GMAP) 
measures. 
 
The report shows that students at Washington’s public baccalaureate institutions continue to 
perform well and demonstrate improvements, as do Pell grant recipients. The community and 
technical colleges are also reporting considerable success in student achievement.  Achievement 
gains in AY 2009-10 grew at a much faster rate than the number of students enrolled. The 
GMAP measures show that most undergraduates at the public baccalaureate institutions graduate 
within a reasonable amount of time (about 4 ½ years) and with a reasonable number of credits.  
 
The report also described several recent state and national initiatives focusing on accountability, 
including the National Governor’s Association’s Complete to Compete Initiative, the Governor’s 
GMAP forums, and the Higher Education Funding Task Force. Ignash stated that all of the 
HECB’s current performance measures already align with each other and that the HECB will 
work towards aligning the measures in the Accountability Report with future initiatives, as 
appropriate. 
 
 
Annual report and proposed changes to the program approval process 
One of the HECB’s important duties is to review and approve new degree programs at the state’s 
six public baccalaureate institutions to ensure they meet student needs and are appropriate 
investments of state resources. Last year, the HECB approved 11 new degree programs and 
modifications to six existing programs, reported Randy Spaulding, director for academic affairs. 
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The new programs reflect efforts by institutions to create new degree opportunities in high 
demand fields. Two were in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) fields, 
two were in heath fields, and one fit both categories. 
 
The HECB also approved seven proposals to extend existing programs to new locations or 
through distance delivery.  Two of the extensions use distance delivery, one uses hybrid delivery, 
and five use centers and teaching sites at four different locations. 

Spaulding reported that as state funding for higher education has declined, institutions have come 
to rely more heavily on tuition revenue to cover operating costs. Resident undergraduate tuition 
rates are subject to legislatively imposed limitations, but public colleges and universities have 
unlimited tuition-setting authority for graduate programs.   

Finally, Spaulding discussed proposed changes to the program approval process that would place 
more emphasis on the criteria of demand. The changes would include: 
 

• Advance planning notice for new degree program development, and alignment of initial 
            proposed program requests with the budget process. 

• Changes to the two-step degree approval process. 
• A procedure to address concerns about insufficient demand or unnecessary program 

            duplication. 
• Changes to the Moderate Degree Change process. 
• A streamlined approval process in which the HECB may request proposals for programs 

             to meet an identified regional or state need. 
• Regular, published deadlines for submission and review. 
• Changes to the curriculum review process. 
• Definition of faculty qualifications. 
• Reduced reporting requirements for contracts to offer programs with community and 

             technical colleges. 
 
 
Student Financial Assistance -- annual report  
The State Need Grant is by far the state’s largest financial aid program, serving 70,000 students 
annually and accounting for 95 percent of all state aid. Rachelle Sharpe said only $36 million of 
the $122 million increase in SNG appropriations over the decade was used to add new students 
to the program. Appropriations to the SNG program represent a major source of financial support 
for the 68 institutions that participate.   

The annual financial aid report, “Keeping College Affordable,” notes that although funding for 
the State Need Grant (SNG) program more than doubled--from $90 to $212 million between 
2001-02 and 2009-10--most of that increase (71 percent) was used to offset rising tuition rates, 
not to expand the number of students being served.  

Growth in total students served occurred for two reasons: more students at the lowest income 
levels applied for and received grants during the decade, accounting for $23 million (17 percent) 
of the increase; and the income eligibility limit for the grant was raised twice, accounting for $13 
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million of the increase. Income eligibility is now 70 percent of Median Family Income, or 
$54,500 a year for a family of four. 

A surge in the number of students who qualify for the program and tuition increases of from 7 to 
14 percent tuition in each of the last two years has caused a SNG supply/need gap. In the last two 
years about 22,000 who qualified for an award did not receive one. Just three years ago, fewer 
than 2,000 annually who qualified did not receive a grant.  

“These un-served students may have no choice but to borrow more money, work more hours, or 
increase the time it takes them to achieve their college goals,” said Sharpe.  

Student demand for financial aid has been growing in Washington, in part because tuition 
increases at public colleges and universities have placed additional pressure on cash-strapped 
families looking for ways to cover the cost of postsecondary education. 

The number of Washington students filling out the Free Application for Federal Student aid 
(FAFSA) grew 57 percent in the last three years. This year, about 500,000 Washington students 
are expected to complete FAFSA applications. The FAFSA is required to establish aid eligibility. 

The Governor’s proposed 2011-13 budget would increase SNG funding $91.8 million. This 
would allow the lowest-income students served by SNG to receive funding to keep up with 
tuition increases.  However, additional funding would be needed to close the 22,000-student 
supply/need gap. 

To increase degree and certificate production in Washington, many more students will need to 
enroll in, and complete postsecondary programs, and a large percentage of the students will need 
to come from those who qualify for, or are at the margins of financial aid eligibility. Extending 
financial assistance to these students will be necessary to meet the master plan goal of raising 
educational attainment, Sharpe said. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 
 



 

 

 
March 2011 

 
DRAFT:  Bachelor of Science Aviation Management and  
Bachelor of Science Professional Pilot 
Moderate Degree Change Proposal 
 
Proposed Change Description and Rationale 
Central Washington University (CWU) seeks approval to convert four specializations within its 
B.S. Flight Technology degree into two stand-alone degrees, each with two specializations.  This 
would effectively split the B.S. Flight Technology into two new degrees beginning fall 2011: 
 

• The B.S. Aviation Management degree, with Aviation Management and Aviation 
Maintenance Management specializations; and 

• The B.S. Professional Pilot degree, with Flight Officer and Commercial Pilot 
specializations.   
 

The two degrees would accommodate 32 and 59 FTE students respectively.  Curriculum and 
learning objectives would change moderately, but target audience, admission requirements, 
delivery method, faculty, and facilities would remain the same.   
 
The conversion would respond to national trends and norms in the field and align the degrees and 
specializations with CWU’s curricular policies.  It would also enable CWU to seek Aviation 
Accreditation Board International (AABI) accreditation for the Flight Officer specialization.   
 
Staff Analysis and Recommendation 
The proposed conversion is supported by three external reviewers and meets HECB moderate 
degree change criteria.  The new degree titles would benefit students and employers by clearly 
communicating academic focus and benefit the community by enhancing CWU’s ability to 
recruit high-caliber students.  The proposed changes also would enable CWU to pursue AABI 
accreditation.  Accreditation would enhance program quality and would enable Flight Officer 
students to more easily meet pending federal pilot qualification requirements. 
 
After careful review of the proposal and supporting materials, staff recommends approval of the 
Bachelor of Science Aviation Management and Bachelor of Science Professional Pilot degrees at 
Central Washington University.  The HECB’s Education Committee discussed the proposal 
during its March 8, 2011 meeting and recommended approval by the full Board. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 11-04 

 
WHEREAS, Central Washington University proposes to offer Bachelor of Science Aviation 
Management and Bachelor of Science Professional Pilot degrees; and 
 
WHEREAS, The degrees would result from the conversion of Bachelor of Science Flight 
Technology options into Bachelor of Science Aviation Management and Bachelor of Science 
Professional Pilot degrees, each with two options; and 
 
WHEREAS, The conversion would benefit students and employers by clearly indicating academic 
focus; and 
 
WHEREAS, The conversion would benefit the community by enhancing Central Washington 
University’s ability to recruit high-caliber students; and 
 
WHEREAS, The conversion is a moderate degree change; and 
 
WHEREAS, The degree programs would be offered at Ellensburg and Moses Lake; 
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Higher Education Coordinating Board approves the 
Bachelor of Science Aviation Management and Bachelor of Science Professional Pilot degrees, 
effective March 31, 2011. 
 
 
Adopted: 
 
March 31, 2011 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 

        
                        Ethelda Burke, Chair 

 
 
 
 

        
                         Earl Hale, Vice Chair 

 
 
 



 

 

 



 
March 2011 
 

DRAFT:  Master of Sustainable Transportation 
University of Washington Seattle 
 
Introduction 
Beginning fall 2011, the University of Washington (UW) proposes to offer a Master of 
Sustainable Transportation degree designed to serve professionals working in transportation-
related fields.  This self-supporting, practice-oriented program would be delivered online except 
for a five-day, face-to-face summer residency component on campus.  UW projects initial 
enrollment of 5 FTE students, increasing to 26 FTE students during the fifth year.  By then, 18 
students per year would graduate, prepared to apply sustainable strategies in practice.  The 
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering would house the proposed program, which 
would complement transportation specializations within existing Master of Science in Civil 
Engineering; Master of Science in Engineering, Civil; and Master of Science degrees.   
 
Relationship to Institutional Role and Mission and the Strategic Master Plan for 
Higher Education in Washington 
The proposed program would support UW’s knowledge dissemination mission by teaching 
sustainable transportation more comprehensively than traditional engineering, planning, or other 
programs.  In addition, online delivery and part-time scheduling would support the Strategic 
Master Plan for Higher Education strategy of creating a system of support for lifelong learning.  
Since transportation is critical to many economic activities, the proposed program would also 
support the Master Plan’s economic prosperity goal. 
 
Program Need 
The department anticipates maximizing student demand by offering certificate programs in 
conjunction with the proposed degree.  During 2009-10, the department collaborated with UW 
Professional and Continuing Education to offer a year-long Sustainable Transportation certificate 
program.  Strong enrollment that year (23 students including 19 completers) indicates student 
interest in sustainable transportation and is consistent with student demand for the proposed 
program.  However, enrollment was not as strong this year, and the certificate program was 
cancelled until the degree is approved and a more substantial marketing effort can be undertaken.   
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During May 2010, UW Professional and Continuing Education emailed 862 UW alumni a survey 
and published links to it in three professional organizations’ online newsletters.  Out of 244 
respondents (including 123 UW alumni), 100 indicated they were very or somewhat interested in 
the proposed program.  Most respondents reported working in transportation planning, commuter 
service, civil or environmental engineering, and urban or regional planning.   
 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics forecasts above average 2008-18 national employment growth for 
civil and environmental engineers and urban and regional planners.  Although the Employment 
Security Department (ESD) forecasts above average statewide 2013-18 employment growth for 
civil engineers, it forecasts below average growth for environmental engineers and urban and 
regional planners.  Nonetheless, ESD places urban and regional planners and civil engineers 
among the top 10 occupations for public-sector green jobs.1 In addition, the employer needs 
assessment joint report indicates current degree production is less than half of forecast demand 
for civil and environmental engineers.2

 

  Furthermore, the willingness of over a dozen 
professionals to serve on an advisory committee suggests that employers value the education the 
proposed program would provide. 

Strong community demand for sustainable transportation is indicated by many public initiatives, 
such as light rail, the Washington State Department of Transportation’s sustainable 
transportation program, and 2009 commute trip reduction and electric vehicle infrastructure 
planning legislation.  The proposed program would align with these public initiatives by 
comprehensively focusing on topics transportation professionals’ previous education did not 
cover well, such as demand management, transportation alternatives, and new modes and 
methods.  This curricular focus would differentiate the proposed program from civil engineering, 
urban or regional planning, and other existing programs, which offer only piecemeal 
transportation sustainability coverage.   
 
Diversity 
To enhance diversity, the department intends to recruit students from organizations such as the 
Association of Black Engineers and Association of Hispanic Engineers.  It would also advertise 
to minority and women’s professional societies.   Furthermore, it would seek to hire 
underrepresented faculty. 
 
Program Description 
The proposed 42-quarter-credit multidisciplinary program would consist of nine online courses 
plus a capstone project with accompanying directed study.  It would serve transportation planners, 
engineers, and other working professionals, who would be admitted on a competitive basis 
through the department’s normal application process.  
 

                                                           
1 Employment Security Department, 2009 Washington State Green Economy Jobs.  Page 22. 
2 Higher Education Coordinating Board, State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, and Workforce 
Training and Education Coordinating Board.  A Skilled and Educated Workforce: An assessment of the number 
and type of higher education and training credentials required to meet employer demand (2009).  Page 20. 



DRAFT:  Master of Sustainable Transportation, University of Washington Seattle 
Page 3 

 

After admission, students would typically complete the program part-time in three years.  The 
curriculum would focus on planning and livable communities during the first year; followed by 
environmental issues and impacts during the second; and policy development, health, and 
economics during the third.  Between the second and third years, students would spend five days 
on campus working on a capstone project to be completed off-campus during the third year.   
 
Courses would be taught by full-time faculty, part-time affiliate professors, and outside 
professionals (with a minimum of a master’s degree and relevant experience).  The department 
would ensure a stable faculty pool by requiring a three-year commitment for any faculty member 
developing a course and by identifying faculty members able to teach more than one course.  
About 80 percent of instructional effort would be provided by six part-time affiliate faculty 
(including two to be hired), and 20 percent by two full-time assistant research professors.  Most 
proposed faculty have conducted research for Transportation Northwest or the Washington State 
Transportation Center at UW. 
 
Student learning would be assessed through papers, exams, class participation, presentations, and 
a capstone project.  Similarly, the program would be assessed through course evaluations, focus 
groups, entry and exit surveys, alumni surveys, and external advisory committee assessments.  
During the first few years, program assessment would also include faculty and program director 
peer review, student placement and advancement measures, employer surveys, and interviews with 
students who stop out. 
 
Program Costs 
The proposed program would enroll 5 FTE students in the first cohort, increasing to 26 FTE in all 
cohorts the fifth year.  It would require 1.0 FTE instructional faculty and 0.75 FTE administrative 
staff (including 0.4 FTE provided by UW Educational Outreach).  By the fifth year, the total cost 
of instruction, including indirect cost, would be $406,977 ($15,653 per average annual FTE 
student).  This lies within the graduate engineering cost range reported in the HECB’s 2005-06 
Education Cost Study (July 2007).  A student enrolling in 2011 would initially pay $650/credit 
hour, for a total of $28,000-$29,000 to complete the program.  According to program planners, 
this cost per credit hour is the same as that of a program of similar type now offered at the 
University of Washington and is considerably less than what other universities charge for graduate 
level technical education. 
 
External Review  
 Two reviewers evaluated the proposal:  Dr. Martin Wachs, Director of Transportation, Space, and 
Technology, RAND Corporation and Professor Emeritus of Civil and Environmental Engineering, 
University of California Berkeley; and Dr. Susan Handy, Professor, Department of Environmental 
Science and Policy and Director, Sustainable Transportation Center, University of California 
Davis.  Both reviewers supported the proposal but offered specific suggestions for improvement.   
Dr. Wachs called the proposal “sound and innovative,” and Dr. Handy called it “. . . an exciting 
proposal with much potential to make a difference in the transportation profession and to serve as 
a model for new programs in transportation and in other fields.”   
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Both reviewers favored broadening the advisory committee to make it national in scope, and 
program planners responded by outlining plans to do so.  Although Dr. Handy called the 
program’s combination of curriculum and delivery “innovative,” she recommended emphasizing 
transportation system users more, and program planners responded with planned curricular 
adjustments.  Although she called the faculty “distinguished,” she noted they primarily have civil 
engineering appointments or backgrounds and recommended diversifying academic perspectives.  
Program planners responded that although all instructors would have civil engineering 
appointments, the department would be careful to maintain an appropriate balance of engineers, 
planners, and public policy experts. 
 
Staff Analysis 
The proposed program would support the Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education and UW’s 
mission.  It would complement existing UW transportation-related programs by offering a more 
comprehensive and intensive focus on sustainable transportation issues and would leverage 
expertise available through the Transportation Northwest and Washington State Transportation 
Center offices at UW.   
 
The proposed program would respond to employer, student, and community demand at a 
reasonable cost without duplicating other programs.  Community demand for the program is 
particularly strong, and, despite somewhat mixed evidence, student and employer demand seem 
adequate.  Online delivery should appeal to out-of-state as well as in-state students, and plans to 
offer certificates for portions of the proposed program should lead to enhanced student demand.   
 
Both reviewers supported approval of the program, which one called “. . . an exciting proposal 
with much potential to make a difference in the transportation profession and to serve as a model 
for new programs in transportation and in other fields.”  Students would study a curriculum with 
more comprehensive sustainability content than other transportation-related programs.  The 
curriculum would be taught by faculty one reviewer called “distinguished.”  Student and program 
assessment would both employ multiple measures. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
After careful review of the proposal and supporting materials, staff recommends approval of the 
Master of Sustainable Transportation at the University of Washington.  The HECB’s Education 
Committee discussed the proposal during its March 8, 2011 meeting and recommended approval 
by the full Board. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 11-05 

 
WHEREAS, University of Washington proposes to offer a Master of Sustainable Transportation; and  
 
WHEREAS, The program would support the Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education, as well as the 
university’s mission; and 
 
WHEREAS, The program would respond to student, employer, and community demand without 
duplicating existing programs; and 
 
WHEREAS, The program has support from external reviewers; and 
 
WHEREAS, The program would be offered at a reasonable cost; and 
 
WHEREAS, The program would be offered primarily online except for an on-site component at the 
University of Washington’s Seattle campus; 
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Higher Education Coordinating Board approves the 
Master of Sustainable Transportation at the University of Washington effective March 31, 2011.   
 
Adopted: 
 
March 31, 2011 
 
 
Attest: 

 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
                                                            Ethelda Burke, Chair 

 
 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
                                                           Earl Hale, Vice Chair 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 
March 2011 
 
 
Update: 2011 Legislative Session 
 
A handout summarizing the progress of fiscal and higher education bills through the 2011 
legislative session will be provided during the meeting on March 31. 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

March 2011 

 

 

State Revenue Forecast and Budget Status 
 

This report provides an update on the state’s revenue and budget status for the 2009-11 and 

2011-13 biennia.  No Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB) action is requested. 

 

 

Overview 

The March 2011 forecast of state revenue for the remainder of fiscal year 2011 and the 2011-13 

biennium has been lowered.
1
  The revised revenue forecast will require further reductions in the 

current (2009-11) state operating biennial budget and decreases the amount of General Fund 

revenue previously assumed available for the 2011-13 biennium state’s operating budget. 

 

These reductions in anticipated state General Fund revenue will likely result in decreased state 

spending for higher education, which is the largest “discretionary” part of the state budget.  

Such reductions would further erode core higher education services, priorities, and goals in the 

areas of college affordability, enrollment opportunities, and the state’s postsecondary 

educational attainment level.  

 

These consequences of reduced state spending for higher education will represent a central 

consideration of the Board in preparing its December 2011 update to the state’s strategic master 

plan for higher education. 

 

 

State Revenue Status 

The March 2011 Economic and Revenue Forecast, adopted on March 17, 2011 by the 

Washington Economic and Revenue Forecast Council, lowers anticipated General Fund  

revenue for the remainder of the current (2009-11) biennium and the 2011-13 biennium.   

  

                                                           
1
 March Revenue Forecast Update: Washington Economic and Revenue Forecast Council, March 17, 2011. 
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The revised General Fund forecasts are summarized in Illustration 1.  This illustration also shows 

General Fund revenue for the 2007-09 biennium. 

 

 
 

 

Illustration 2 compares the General Fund revenue forecast history for the current, 2009-11, 

biennium.  The March 2011 forecast is about $80 million lower than the November 2010  

forecast – a decline of less than three-tenths of one percent (-.28%). 
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Comparison of 2007-09 General Fund Revenue to 
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The General Fund revenue forecast history for the 2011-13 biennium is summarized in 

Illustration 3.  The March 2011 forecast is about $698 million lower than the November 2010 

forecast – a decline of about two percent (-2.2%). 

 

 
 

 

 

Summary  

In presenting his March 2011 forecast, Dr. Arun Raha, Executive Director of the Economic and 

Revenue Forecast Council, prefaced his forecast with the following introduction. 

 

“The economic outlook remains clouded with a great deal of uncertainty. 

Recent geopolitical developments have cast yet another shadow over the 

economic recovery. First, we had the volatility in oil prices because of 

political unrest in the Middle East.  Now we have the tragedy in Japan, the 

world’s third largest economy, and one of the state’s leading trade partners.  

It is a fluid and fast-changing situation.” 

 

Dr. Raha’s comments are presented to highlight the uncertainty of the state’s budget stability 

and, in particular, state funding for higher education, which is the largest discretionary 

component of the state budget.  This uncertainty is reflected in the following discussion of the 

implications of the new revenue forecast on higher education. 
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Higher Education Operating Budget Implications
2
 

State lawmakers are now developing a revised spending plan for the current (2009-11) biennium 

as well as the state budget for the 2011-13 biennium.  The revision to the current 2009-11 budget 

will be the fourth supplemental budget reduction made for the current biennium.
3
  Presumably, 

these budgets will be adopted prior to the end of the current legislative session (April 24, 2011) 

and will be based on the March 2011 revenue forecast.
4
  

 

Providing specific fiscal estimates of the impact of the March 2011 revenue forecast on the 

current and 2011-13 state appropriations to higher education would, at this time, be premature.  

These impacts will be determined by the Legislature and will reflect a number of decisions 

reflecting overall state budget priorities and policies.  Accordingly, the information presented 

below is intended to provide a background or context for these pending legislative decisions. 

 
2009-11 Biennium 

The March 2011 revenue forecast will require a revised spending plan for the current (2009-11) 

biennium.  Specifically, a deficit of $80 million is now estimated for 2009-11.
5
  This deficit does 

not, though, leave an ending balance or reserve.  It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that 

reductions in current (2009-11) appropriations will be greater than the $80 million reduction in 

forecasted General Fund revenue. 

 

2011-13 Biennium 

On November 16, 2010, the Board adopted a higher education system operating budget 

recommendation of $3.34 billion for the 2011-13 biennium.
6
  That recommendation was based 

on the September 2010 General Fund Revenue Forecast of $33.4 billion, and assumed that higher 

education would receive ten percent of General Fund revenue.  

 

When adopting its 2011-13 recommendation, the Board emphasized that this spending level 

regrettably represented only a “survival budget” for public higher education.  Specifically the 

Board’s recommendation funded only higher education’s (then) current service level and a 

modest ($33 million) budget increase to provide financial aid to 4,400 of the 18,000 students 

who are eligible but cannot be served by State Need Grant due to budget reductions.
7
 

 

On December 15, 2010, Governor Gregoire released her budget proposal for the 2011-13 

biennium.  Her proposal was based on the November 2010 General Fund Revenue Forecast of 

$32.6 billion, which was about $810 million less than the 2011-13 revenue assumption used by 

the Board in developing its higher education spending recommendation for 2011-13. 

                                                           
2
 This discussion concerns state appropriations for higher education.  Staff will present a summary of legislative 

proposals concerning tuition levels and tuition setting authority at the Board’s March 2011 meeting. 
3
 Appendices A and B provide a summary listing of total state and higher education budgets since 2007-09 and 

information on budget changes for the public institutions and the HECB. 
4
 The next revenue forecast will be issued in mid-June 2011. 

5
 The March 17, 2011 Balance Sheet is provided in Attachment C. 

6
 HECB Resolution 10-30. 

7
 See: HECB 2011-13 Higher Education Budget Recommendations (November 2010) available at: 

http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB62011-13BudgetRecs-Update12-8.pdf. 
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The Governor’s budget proposal called for a significantly lower budget for higher education 

than recommended by the Board.  Specifically, the Governor proposed $2.7 billion for higher 

education, about 8.3 percent of her recommended total (General Fund) state budget.  

 

 

Operating Budget History and Current Status 

Illustration 4 shows how the major components of the state operating budget have changed as a 

percent of the 2007-09 biennial budget.  This illustration is presented to provide a context for the 

Board when considering upcoming legislative decisions about the allocation of funds for the 

upcoming 2011-13 biennium. 

 

 
 

 

 

2011-13 Capital Budget 

No legislative proposal or action on the 2011-13 Capital Budget is anticipated prior to April 

2011.  HECB staff has been advised that the House Capital Budget Committee will release its 

2011-13 Capital Budget proposal following the release of the House Ways and Means 

Committee 2011-13 Operating Budget proposal. 
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State and Higher Education Near General Fund Budgets: 2007-09 through 2011-13 
(dollars in thousands) 

            

     

Enacted 

 

Amount                 

(in thousands) 

 

% Change 

from 2007-

09 Budget 

 

Higher 

Education  

% Share 

2007-2009 Biennium 

        

  

2007-09 Operating Budget May 2007 

   

NA 

  

   

Total State 

   

$33,364,407 

 

NA 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,689,446 

 

NA 

 

11.1% 

            

  

2008 Supplemental Budget April 2008 

      

   

Total State 

   

$33,655,219 

 

0.87% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,653,746 

 

-0.97% 

 

10.9% 

            

  

2009 Supplemental Budget May 2009 

      

   

Total State 

   

$32,597,107 

 

-2.30% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,581,124 

 

-2.94% 

 

11.0% 

            2009-11 Biennium 

        

  

2009-11 Operating Budget May 2009 

      

   

Total State 

   

$31,388,596 

 

-5.92% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,262,624 

 

-11.57% 

 

10.4% 

            

  

2010 Supplemental Budget May 2010 

      

   

Total State 

   

$30,971,022 

 

-7.17% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,094,912 

 

-16.11% 

 

10.0% 

            

  

2011 Supplemental Budget #1 Dec.11, 2010 

      

   

Total State 

   

$30,480,668 

 

-8.64% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,043,824 

 

-17.50% 

 

10.0% 

            

  

2011 Supplemental Budget #2 Feb. 17, 2011 

      

   

Total State 

   

$30,238,484 

 

-9.37% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$3,017,898 

 

-18.20% 

 

10.0% 

            2011-13 Biennium 

        

  

Governor's 2011-13 Operating Dec. 15, 2010 

      

   

Total State 

   

$32,124,000 

 

-3.72% 

  

   

Higher Education 

  

$2,677,390 

 

-27.43% 

 

8.3% 
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State Near General Fund Operating Budgets: Higher Education Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 

   

UW 

 

WSU 

 

EWU 

 

CWU 

 

TESC 

 

WWU CTC 

 

HECB SIRTI 

 

Total Higher 

Education 

2007-2009 Biennium 

                  

 

2007-09 Operating Budget $806,919 

 

$508,614 

 

$119,154 

 

$117,414 

 

$64,559 

 

$148,478 $1,448,199 

 

$472,602 $3,507 

 

$3,689,446 

 

May 2007 

                                      

 

2008 Supplemental Budget $792,417 

 

$503,371 

 

$117,301 

 

$116,138 

 

$63,773 

 

$146,392 $1,436,724 

 

$474,167 $3,463 

 

$3,653,746 

 

April 2008 

                  
                    

 

2009 Supplemental Budget $775,634 

 

$492,354 

 

$114,188 

 

$113,515 

 

$62,445 

 

$143,069 $1,404,620 

 

$471,913 $3,386 

 

$3,581,124 

 

May 2009 

                  

                    
2009-11 Biennium 

                  

 

2009-11 Operating Budget $621,090 

 

$409,437 

 

$91,568 

 

$86,940 

 

$48,827 

 

$108,929 $1,357,705 

 

$534,919 $3,209 

 

$3,262,624 

 

May 2009 

                  
                    

 

2010 Supplemental Budget $595,197 

 

$382,080 

 

$87,396 

 

$83,104 

 

$44,436 

 

$104,454 $1,356,584 

 

$438,573 $3,088 

 

$3,094,912 

 

May 2010 

                  
                    

 

2011 Supplemental Budget $583,811 

 

$374,596 

 

$85,856 

 

$81,684 

 

$43,659 

 

$102,422 $1,330,135 

 

$438,573 $3,088 

 

$3,043,824 

 

December 11, 2010 

                  
                    

 

2011 Supplemental Budget $583,811 

 

$374,596 

 

$85,856 

 

$81,684 

 

$43,659 

 

$102,422 $1,330,135 

 

$412,810 $2,925 

 

$3,017,898 

 

February 17, 2011 

                  

 

Percent Change: 2-17-11 

Supplemental to 2007-09 

Biennial Budget 
-27.65% 

 
-26.35% 

 
-27.95% 

 
-30.43% 

 
-32.37% 

 
-31.02% -8.15% 

 
-12.65% -16.60% 

 
-18.20% 

2011-13 Biennium 

                  

 

Governor's Proposal and 

Percent Change from: 

 

$451,436 

 

$317,920 

 

$74,450 

 

$73,250 

 

$39,257 

 

$85,155 $1,168,634 

 

$464,639 $2,649 

 

$2,677,390 

                    

 

2007-09 Biennial  Budget -44.05% 

 

-37.49% 

 

-37.52% 

 

-37.61% 

 

-39.19% 

 

-42.65% -19.30% 

 
-1.68% -24.47% 

 

-27.43% 

 

2-17-11 Supplemental -22.67% 

 

-15.13% 

 

-13.29% 

 

-10.33% 

 

-10.08% 

 

-16.86% -12.14% 

 

12.56% -9.44% 

 

-11.28% 
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2009-11 Enacted Budget Balance Sheet 
Including Supplemental Budgets 

General Fund-State 
(dollars in millions) 

 

 

Resources 

 

Beginning Fund Balance 

 

189.3 

 

November 2010 Forecast 

 

28,127.1 

     December 2010 Legislation with Revenue Impacts 70.3 

     March 2011 Update (excluding December 2010 legislation) (150.1) 

Current Revenue Totals 28,047.2 

 

Transfer to Budget Stabilization Account 

 

(245.5) 

Transfer from Budget Stabilization Account 267.0 

Previously Enacted Fund Transfers 1,225.7 

Prior Period Adjustments (4.5) 

Fund Transfers HB 3225 and ESHB 1086 185.0 

Total Resources (including beginning fund balance) 29,664.2 

  

Expenditures 

 

2009-11 Enacted Budget (including supplemental) 

 

30,465.2 

     December 2010 (HB 3225) (487.9) 

     February 2011 (ESHB 1086) (240.8) 

          Governor’s Vetoes of ESHB 1086 6.4 

 29,743.0 

  

Reserves 

 

Projected General Fund Ending Balance 

 

(78.8) 

 

Budget Stabilization Account Beginning Balance 

 

21.4 

     Transfer from General Fund and Interest Earnings 245.6 

     Transfer to General Fund (267.0) 

Projected Budget Stabilization Account Ending Balance 0.0 

 

Total Reserves (General Fund plus Budget Stabilization) 

 

(78.8) 

 

 

 
             Sources: House and Senate Fiscal Committees and the Office of Financial Management, March 27, 2011. 



 
 
March 2011 

 
Strategic Master Plan Update 
 
The 2008 Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education provided a 10-year blueprint for 
developing the educational potential of our state’s citizens. The plan stresses the need for 
increased funding and accountability, more research and economic innovation, and improved   
student preparation, participation, and success. In 2011, the HECB will develop the first four-
year update to the Strategic Master Plan, working with the state’s public and independent higher 
education institutions, other state education agencies and boards, professional organizations, 
faculty, staff, students, legislators and the Governor’s Office. 

The Board’s primary work this year will be to reaffirm the overarching goal of the Strategic 
Master Plan for Higher Education:  our state needs to dramatically raise educational attainment. 
To develop this update, the HECB will review progress resulting from strategies employed 
toward the three major objectives outlined in the plan and identify those areas to focus future 
effort. Declining state revenues during the intervening Great Recession and slow recovery will 
continue to challenge assumptions about growth and expansion opportunities for higher 
education.     

SMP Goal:  Raise Educational Attainment 
Objective: Focus on preparation, participation, transition, success 
Despite deep budget cuts of the last three years and continuing uncertainty, there is still much 
being done to keep the focus on developing college-ready students, classroom-ready teachers, 
and improved student pathways.  

  

Strategies 
a. Create higher expectations for all K-12 students 

Revised and greatly strengthened college readiness standards in English, math, and 
science have been endorsed by the HECB. These standards align closely with proposed 
new high school graduation requirements and the Common Core State Standards.  

Challenge: Moving quickly on the basic changes to align requirements will clearly 
communicate the commitment to providing postsecondary access to more students.  
Continuing to work collaboratively on any additional changes will ensure they can be 
implemented with minimum confusion.  
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b. Scale up successful student advising and mentoring programs   
The HECB’s GEAR UP program, working collaboratively with the targeted school 
districts and the state’s higher education institutions, has expanded pre-college skills 
development services to thousands of additional students in low-income school districts.  

Challenge: Programs like GEAR-UP and Navigation 101 provide support for the high 
school and beyond plan. Continued and expanded funding for these successful programs 
will be needed from both the state and federal governments. 

 

c. Engage families and communities  
The College Bound Scholarship program and the Passport to College Promise scholarship 
provide collaborative models for increasing community involvement by leveraging 
federal, state, local, and philanthropic support to increase the number of under-
represented students who participate and succeed in higher education.  

Challenge: The federal College Access Challenge Grant and regional partnerships such 
as theWashBoard.org, a coalition-driven, online scholarship matching resource, are 
helping expand opportunity. More emphasis is needed on these and other collaborative 
models. 

 

d. Create multiple pathways from high school to college or workforce training  
The HECB continues to advocate for increased support for a variety of dual credit 
options, including Running Start, Running Start for the Trades, Tech Prep, Advanced 
Placement, International Baccalaureate, and College in the High school.  

Challenge: Improved access to a rigorous curriculum in high school that includes 
opportunities to earn college credit is an important strategy to ensure students graduate 
ready for college and career.  

 

e. Prepare Educators for the 21st century   
Educators for the 21st Century has funded Teacher Professional Development Projects, 
College Readiness projects in English and science, and conferences for educators, 
researchers, and policymakers. The HECB also conducts the Educator Needs Analysis in 
cooperation with the Professional Educator Standards Board.  

Challenge: Continued support is needed for professional development for teachers and 
administrators to ensure our educators have the tools they need to effectively engage 
families and communities to close the achievement gap, raise student proficiency, 
provide high quality academic advising, and increase postsecondary attendance.   
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Objective: Promote economic growth and innovation 
Higher education remains one of the state’s most powerful economic engines, a force for 
innovation and positive change. Our institutions are on the cutting edge of discovery, opening up 
a world of new opportunity for this and future generations of Washingtonians.  

 
     Strategies 

a. Build a coherent approach to workforce development 
• The HECB continues to conduct ongoing periodic assessments of emerging workforce 

needs by updating publications documenting high employer demand occupations and 
identifying state and regional supply gaps.   

• Support the further development of high demand and STEM degrees. Continue work 
with sector-focused councils and study groups (e.g. Washington Aerospace Council 
and the Health Care Personnel Shortage Task Force) to identify and quantify skill 
gaps and make the policy case for program expansion. 

• Find new ways to finance work-related education and training. Continue to pilot new 
work-related education and training financial vehicles such as Lifelong Learning 
Accounts, in collaboration with other public agencies and private organizations. 

 
b.  Expand research capacity 

      The HECB and the Washington Economic Development Commission support the   
      STARS Program, which brings entrepreneurial researchers to the UW and WSU to  
      commercialize research results and support new technology-based, start-up   
      companies. 
 

c. Contribute to the innovation economy 
• The HECB partners with the Washington Department of Commerce to help 

implement its Innovation Partnership Zone program and on cluster-based initiatives to 
help support employer/university linkages. 

• The HECB works closely with the Washington Economic Development Commission 
to develop metrics, analysis, and policy solutions that support the critical role that 
talent development plays in our state’s innovation capacity. 

 
d. Help create an entrepreneurial environment. 

• The HECB administers the Entrepreneurs-in-Residence activity under the STARS 
program to help shift the academic research culture towards research 
commercialization and new company start-ups. 

• The HECB’s Fund for Innovation provides a competitive environment among public 
and private higher education institutions to pilot and replicate creative strategies to 
address the critical system improvements identified in the Strategic Master Plan.  
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Objective: Develop performance-based improvement strategies 
The Washington State Legislature is working this session to develop outcomes-driven funding 
models for higher education. The Governor has recommended higher education adopt the 
performance measures set forth in National Governor’s Association’s Compete to Complete 
initiative. In fall 2010, the Governor’s Higher Education Funding Task Force issued a report 
calling for a new funding model that would raise tuition - within limits - while spurring degree 
production. It remains too early to fully assess how these efforts will help accomplish key 
improvement strategies in the current master plan. 

 
Strategies 

• Enroll more people in higher education and ensure they earn degrees.  
• Develop increased capacity, technology, and distance learning. 
• Use the workforce needs assessment reports to target degree expansion efforts. 
• Develop new GCS (Global Challenge States) tuition and funding benchmarks.  
• Advocate for continued student financial aid expansion. 
• Develop incentives and accountability systems to reward progress.  

 



 

 

 

March 2011 

American College Testing (ACT) Presentation on Common Core 
Standards 
As we continue to consider strategies to encourage and prepare students to participate and succeed in 
postsecondary education and to provide teachers the tools they need to raise student expectations and 
foster student learning, it is important to align this work with changes in the K-12 system. For several 
years, the HECB has been involved in two collaborative efforts to define, test and provide 
professional development in support of the college readiness standards and definitions in 
mathematics, English language arts and science.  

The two programs, the Transition Mathematics Project administered by the State Board for 
Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) and the College Readiness in English and Science 
initiative, administered by the HECB, were designed to bridge the gap between current K-12 
standards and college expectations. This work is consistent with the direction established in the new 
national Common Core Standards. 

Representatives from the American College Testing (ACT) program will make a presentation on the 
new Common Core State Standards, which are an initiative of the National Governors’ Association 
Center for Best Practices and the Council of Chief State School Officers. The Common Core 
Standards have been proposed for formal adoption in 2011 in Washington by the Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction.   

Scott Frein, ACT director of strategic development, and Sherri Miller, ACT assistant vice president, 
educational planning and assessment, will discuss the findings of their recent report, “A First Look at 
the Common Core and College and Career Readiness.” The report discusses how states, school 
districts, and schools can support the nationwide implementation of the Core Standards.  

The Common Core State Standards are designed to “provide a consistent, clear understanding of 
what students are expected to learn, so teachers and parents know what they need to do to help 
them.”1

The work was guided by three basic questions that have implications for the implementation of the 
Common Core State Standards: 

  To establish a baseline of performance standards, the report used a sample of 250,000 high 
school students.  

1. Given the lack of available data, what is the best estimate of current student performance on 
the Common Core State Standards using ACT college and career readiness data? 
 

2. What are students’ current strengths and weaknesses on the Common Core State Standards? 
 

3. What steps can district, state, and federal policymakers and education leaders take to help 
ensure an effective transition to the Common Core State Standards? 

                                                           
1 From the mission statement on the Common Core State Standards Initiative homepage, available at: 
http://www.corestandards.org/ 
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A First Look at the Common Core
Forty-one states have adopted the Common Core State Standards. Now,
implementing the Standards—to realize their purpose of increasing the
college and career readiness of our high school graduates—takes on
primary importance. This transition to implementation introduces a number
of challenging questions: What is the baseline of student performance on
the Common Core State Standards, and what reasonable expectations
should we hold for students moving forward? What does student college
and career readiness look like today through the lens of the Standards?

ACT is pleased to provide this first look at student performance relative to
the Common Core State Standards and college and career readiness. The
report establishes a baseline of performance on the Standards by using a
sample comprising a quarter-million typical high school students, and then
discusses how states, districts, and schools can support the implementation
of the Common Core State Standards going forward.

The period between Common Core adoption and Common Core
implementation offers an important opportunity to evaluate and reframe
education policy and practice at all levels. ACT believes this report provides
information that stakeholders can use to understand the current state of
college and career readiness of students and to begin implementing
programs and policies that best support the Common Core.

Now is the time to provide students with more effective opportunities to
prepare for education and workplace success.

© 2010 by ACT, Inc. All rights reserved.



The Common Core State
Standards and College and
Career Readiness
The Common Core State Standards Initiative
represents one of the most significant reforms
to U.S. education in recent history. The efforts
of 48 states, two territories, and the District of
Columbia have—for the first time—given
consensus to educators on the essential
knowledge and skills necessary for the college
and career readiness of our nation’s students.
As of October 2010, 41 states have adopted
the Common Core State Standards.

ACT is pleased to have played a leading role
in the development of the Common Core State
Standards. Not only did the initiative draw on
ACT’s longitudinal research identifying the
knowledge and skills essential for success in
postsecondary education and workforce
training, but ACT’s College Readiness
Standards™ were also among the resources

used in the creation of the Common Core
State Standards.

As states begin to implement the Common
Core and raise expectations for what students
should know and be able to do by the end of
high school, it is important to understand the
level of college and career readiness of
today’s students and use all available data to
inform decisions related to education policy
and practice. Recognizing that no state has
fully implemented the Common Core State
Standards, ACT identified a way to estimate
performance relative to the Common Core.
This report summarizes those findings.

Given ACT’s leading role in the development
of the Common Core State Standards, we
classified ACT test items to the standards,
clusters, and domains of the Common Core
State Standards (e.g., Key Ideas and Details
in Reading, Number and Quantity in
Mathematics, Conventions of Standard English
in Language) to best estimate student
performance on the Common Core in advance
of state implementation efforts.1 Our work was
driven by three basic questions that have
implications for the implementation of the
Common Core State Standards:

1. Given the lack of available data, what is
the best estimate of current student
performance on the Common Core State
Standards using ACT college and career
readiness data?

2. What are students’ current strengths and
weaknesses on the Common Core State
Standards?

3. What steps can district, state, and federal
policymakers and education leaders take
to help ensure an effective transition to the
Common Core State Standards?

1

A Baseline for College and Career Readiness
According to the Common Core State Standards

ACT has long defined college and
career readiness as the acquisition
of the knowledge and skills a
student needs to enroll and
succeed in credit-bearing, first-
year courses at a postsecondary
institution (such as a two- or four-
year college, trade school, or
technical school) without the need
for remediation. ACT’s definition of
college and career readiness was
adopted by the Common Core
State Standards Initiative and
provides a unifying goal upon
which educators and policymakers
now must act.



A Unique Opportunity
These three essential research questions
framed ACT’s analysis of the test results of
256,765 11th-grade students in several states
who were administered selected forms of the
ACT® Plus Writing (i.e., multiple-choice tests in
English, Mathematics, Reading, and Science,
plus the ACT Writing Test) in spring 2010. The
students represented in this report were not
self-selected, as traditional ACT examinees
are, but rather represent all students who took
the ACT as part of their states’ annual testing
programs. The group spans the full range of
abilities and college aspirations, reflects a
range of communities and schools, and
includes students tested under standard
conditions as well as under accommodations.
In other words, the sample comprises typical
11th-grade students like those found in high
schools all across the United States. (See
Figure 1.)

Methodology
Since performance indicators have not yet
been established for the Common Core State
Standards, this report uses ACT’s research-
based College Readiness Benchmarks to
estimate college- and career-ready
performance levels on each of the clusters of
Common Core State Standards. For each
cluster for which ACT has data (i.e., all but
Speaking & Listening and Research), we

report the percentage of students in the
11th-grade sample who met or exceeded the
performance level of college- and career-
ready students on the test items associated
with that Common Core cluster. We report
this information for the total group and for
Caucasian, African American, and Hispanic
students.

So how well are students performing on the
content clusters of the Common Core State
Standards? Helping to raise awareness of the
answer to this question allows educators and
policymakers the opportunity to focus efforts
on improving student performance on the
Common Core and increasing the college and
career readiness of all students.

Overall Results
The results of this analysis should be used
with caution, as they are based on results of
students who were administered the ACT as
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67%
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Tested Cohort by Race/Ethnicity
N=256,765

Figure 1

The ACT College Readiness Benchmarks are the minimum scores required on
the ACT subject tests for high school students to have approximately a 75 percent
chance of earning a grade of C or better, or approximately a 50 percent chance of
earning a grade of B or better, in selected courses commonly taken by first-year
college students: English Composition; College Algebra; social sciences courses
such as History, Psychology, Sociology, Political Science, or Economics; and Biology.

The Benchmark scores on the ACT tests are 18 in English, 22 in Mathematics,
21 in Reading, and 24 in Science; on the ACT Writing Test, a score of 7 or above
indicates readiness for college-level writing assignments.



part of their statewide assessment at a time
prior to the adoption of the Common Core State
Standards. Given that states were teaching to
and assessing different sets of standards, it can
be argued that students were not adequately
prepared for an assessment of the Common
Core State Standards. We agree; however, the
analysis is intended not to focus on student
performance on current state standards, but
to shed light on current student achievement
levels relative to the Common Core State
Standards. As states adopt the Common Core
State Standards and begin aligning instructional
practices, resources, and assessments to
college and career readiness—as some have
been doing for a number of years—the
expectation is that all students will be
adequately prepared for such an assessment.
Until such time, this analysis serves as a
starting point for assessing achievement relative
to the Common Core in advance of full state
implementation efforts.

Figure 2 shows the overall percentage of
students in the report sample who met ACT’s
College Readiness Benchmarks compared to
the percentage of all ACT-tested 2010 high
school graduates. In all three areas of the
Common Core State Standards—English,
Reading, and Math—the percentage of
students in the sample is less than what we
see in the 2010 ACT-tested group. This is to be
expected; as mentioned previously, the report
sample includes all students who took the ACT
as part of their statewide assessment and

includes students with a range of abilities who
tested under normal and accommodated
conditions.

Our analysis indicates that across all Common
Core domains, strands, and clusters, only one-
third to one-half of the 11th-grade students are
reaching a college and career readiness level
of achievement. Moreover, for each Common
Core domain, strand, and cluster, the
percentages of Caucasian students who met
or exceeded the performance of college- and
career-ready students were uniformly higher
than the corresponding percentages of African
American or Hispanic students.

These results indicate that we must begin
immediately to strengthen teaching and
learning in all areas of the Common Core, with
particular focus on raising college and career
readiness rates of African American, Hispanic,
and other underserved students.

Detailed Results
The following pages report student
performance within each Common Core
State Standards category in English Language
Arts & Literacy (pp. 4–5) and Mathematics
(pp. 6–7), reported for all students and by three
racial/ethnic subgroups. Student performance
is reported as the percentage of all students
in the study who met or exceeded the
performance level of college- and career-ready
students in each category of that Standard.
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Common Core English Language Arts (ELA) & Literacy

Common Core Literacy Scores
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A First Look at Common Core
ELA & Literacy
� Too few students are able to understand complex text. Relative to the
Common Core, only 31% of students are performing at a college- and career-
ready level with respect to successfully understanding complex text. The
Common Core State Standards define a “staircase” of increasing text complexity
designed to move all students to college- and career-ready levels of reading by
no later than the end of high school. To help prepare all students for the
challenges of reading at the college and career readiness level, states
should ensure that students are reading progressively more complex texts
as they advance through the grades.

� Increased focus is needed on some key aspects of language. Two areas of
emphasis in the Common Core State Standards for Language are (1) students’
knowledge of language varieties and ability to use language skillfully and
(2) students’ ability to acquire and use a rich vocabulary. Relative to the Common
Core, only 35% of students are performing at college- and career-ready levels
with respect to these skills. To help all students develop a sufficient command
of these language skills, states should ensure that students gain sufficient
understanding of how language varies by context; how to use language
effectively for different audiences, purposes, and tasks; and how to gain and
use a vocabulary adequate for college and careers.

• Students should master the grade-specific standards for Common Core
Language Standard 3, which, beginning formally in grade 2 and building
throughout the grades, focuses on such areas as recognizing differences
between formal and informal English and between spoken and written
English, using language precisely and concisely, and maintaining
consistency in style and tone.

• Students would also benefit from greater and more systematic attention to
vocabulary development. This can include direct vocabulary instruction and
a steadily increasing emphasis on helping students acquire vocabulary
through reading. Particularly important is that students gain what the Standards
refer to as general academic vocabulary: words and phrases that are often
encountered in written texts in a variety of subjects but that are rarely heard in
spoken language.

� Content-area reading needs strengthening. Students struggle when reading
texts in content areas, especially in science, where only 24% of students are able
to work with science materials at a level that would make them college and
career ready. To help all students achieve sufficient literacy skills in history/social
studies and in science and technical subjects, as well as in English language
arts, states must ensure that teachers in these subject areas use their
unique content knowledge to foster students’ ability to read, write, and
communicate in the various disciplines.

• Specifically, English language arts teachers in middle and upper grades
should incorporate a particular type of informational text—literary
nonfiction—into the traditional curriculum of stories, dramas, and poems.

• Teachers in other subject areas should use their own subject-area expertise
to help students learn to read, write, and communicate effectively in their
specific field.

• The Common Core State Standards in reading are explicitly modeled on the
idea of shared responsibility for students’ literacy development. States and
districts should therefore prepare middle and high school content-area
teachers for this role by providing professional development opportunities
that build the reading instruction capacity of content-area specialists.

31% 38% 11% 18%

Range of Reading &
Level of Text Complexity

All
11th graders

Caucasian African
American

Hispanic

Ethnic Groups
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Number & Quantity
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Common Core Mathematics
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A First Look at Common Core Mathematics
� Increased focus is needed on the foundations of mathematics. The low
performance by students on Number & Quantity (34%) in the Common Core is
of particular concern because these skills are the foundation for success in the
other Common Core mathematics conceptual categories (e.g., Algebra,
Functions, Modeling, Geometry, and Statistics & Probability). Students need to
make meaning of numbers, operations, and arithmetic expressions, and to use
their understanding to solve problems, reason about mathematics, and explain
their thinking. To increase math performance, states need to ensure K–8
curriculum and instruction require rigorous understanding of the concepts
in Number & Quantity from the earliest grades.

• In the early grades, students will benefit from problem solving in novel contexts
and hands-on experiences with increasingly sophisticated quantities and their
measurement.

• In middle school and high school, teachers should lead students to see
connections between Number & Quantity and other Common Core
mathematics conceptual categories, particularly Algebra.

� Math interventions are needed for students who are falling behind at the
earliest grades. Across the board, Hispanic and African American students
performed well below their Caucasian counterparts in all Common Core math
domains. States must ensure that teachers and students have the resources
necessary to identify struggling math students as early as possible (K–4)
so that proper interventions are made. Providing teachers and students with
adequate opportunities to collect achievement data that function diagnostically—
data collected frequently and from both formative and summative
assessments—is crucial to supporting students’ learning progressions and for
optimal growth to occur.

� Greater understanding of mathematical processes and practices is needed.
For each of the Common Core Mathematical Practices standards, only about
one-third of students reached the college- and career-ready level. States and
districts must ensure that conceptual understanding is emphasized for all
students in mathematics. More specifically, students at all grade levels need
to be:

• working and solving challenging nonroutine problems;

• explaining methods and justifying conclusions;

• predicting and conjecturing about things like unknown numbers,
measurements, quantitative relations, the behavior of functions, how well a
model fits reality, the effectiveness of different solution methods, and the way
probabilistic events occur; and

• looking for patterns and structure in places like diagrams, equations, number
systems, proofs, problems, tables, graphs, and real-world objects.

40% 46% 21% 27%

3 5 7 8

Arithmetic with Polynomials &
Rational Functions; Reasoning
with Equations & Inequalities

36% 43% 15% 23%

Expressing Geometric Properties
with Equations; Geometric
Measurement & Dimension;
Modeling with Geometry

33% 40% 9% 18%

All
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Ethnic Groups
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Caucasian African
American

Hispanic

Ethnic Groups



Clearly there is room for increased student
achievement relative to the Standards—and
to college and career readiness—across all
Common Core domains, strands, and clusters;
so where do we start? What instructional
strategies and diagnostic tools are necessary
for districts, schools, and classroom teachers
to articulate the Standards to students, identify
students in need of improvement, and target
instructional interventions? What policy
changes are required at the state and federal
levels to enable those changes? These are the
complex questions that educators and
policymakers at all levels of our education
system need to answer before implementing
the Common Core.

Recommendations for
Instructional Strategies
and Interventions
The findings in this report indicate that much
work must be done to prepare all students for
the rigors of postsecondary education and
workforce training programs by the time they
graduate high school. But improving the
preparation of students for life beyond high
school is larger than simply focusing on results
at the high school level—this is a systems
issue that must be addressed by all levels
(P–16) of our education systems. Improving
college and career readiness is crucial to the
development of a diverse and talented labor
force that can maintain and increase U.S.
economic competitiveness throughout the
world. It is our collective responsibility—
educators and policymakers alike—to ensure
that each and every student is prepared and
on target for success from the earliest grades
through high school graduation and beyond.

ACT recommends that state and local
education practitioners and policymakers

begin now to align current curricula with
the Common Core State Standards. This
process should result in the development of
high-quality lessons and instructional units
aligned to the Standards. Beyond that initial
step, we must also make every effort to help
educators effectively incorporate these
Standards into daily instruction and practice,
to ensure that the quality, consistency, and
rigor of the curriculum are aligned with those
Standards.

ACT recommends that states provide training
and resources to districts and classroom
teachers to create rigorous instructional units
and curricular tools for moving students to
higher levels of performance as required by
the Common Core State Standards. Teachers
need to have access to model lessons and
instructional units aligned to the Standards.
Teachers need to have access to formative
assessment item pools that provide useful
feedback about student progress toward
meeting the Standards. Teachers also
need to be able to use the results of
such formative assessments to guide
instructional interventions for students
who are not yet college and career ready.
Perhaps most critical of all—teachers and
school leaders need a solid foundation of
professional development to support their
effective and efficient use of these new
resources.

ACT research on the practices of high-
performing schools indicates that there are
core practices that can help educators
overcome the challenges our education
systems face in increasing student
achievement, while also allowing states to
remain true to the high expectations found in
the Common Core State Standards. Based on
this research, we strongly encourage

8
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education leaders to consider the following
practices:

� Create a school culture of high
expectations. The Standards can identify
rigorous learning outcomes, but the real
work of meeting those expectations rests in
the day-to-day efforts in our classrooms.
That work can only succeed if everyone
agrees on the goal. ACT research suggests
that the inconsistent and sometimes
alarmingly low expectations held by our
nation’s educators regarding what students
can achieve academically pose a serious
challenge to meeting Common Core’s goal
of having all students college and career
ready no later than the end of high school.
Our research shows that high-performing
schools—including schools that serve a
large percentage of low-income students—
focus relentlessly on setting high
expectations, develop challenging
academic objectives systemically, and
embody those expectations in all facets of
their core work. The learning progressions
embedded in the Common Core State
Standards can promote those efforts in all
schools by providing a framework that
teachers can use to develop grade-
appropriate instruction that helps advance
all students to college and career
readiness.

� Use data to create individualized
responses to students’ needs. The
Standards implementation process affords
an opportunity to substantially rethink how
we approach student monitoring, goal
setting, and support programs at the local
level. Accelerating the college and career
readiness of our students will require that
we create new approaches for using
student data to empower educators to
personalize student learning goals,
classroom instruction, and intervention

strategies. The past decade has spurred a
dramatic increase in the types of student
data available, but the next decade will
require a dramatic improvement in how we
use this data to strengthen instruction,
interventions, and decision making.

� Foster an atmosphere of support and
collaboration among teachers. Focus
efforts to increase the quality and intensity
of instruction through sustained
professional development initiatives and
professional learning communities. At the
heart of the Standards is the need for high-
quality, responsive, and engaging
instruction. Necessary efforts to align and
improve curricula must be accompanied by
a sustained effort to systematically improve
the quality of instruction. ACT’s research
shows that the incorporation of a
challenging curriculum can have a
significantly positive impact on students’
college and career readiness, but these
gains are even greater when school leaders
couple a rigorous curriculum with a
comprehensive professional development
and support program.

Recommendations for
Policymakers
In addition to offering instructional
recommendations for states and districts, this
report also suggests that there are broad
implications for policymakers as our nation
ramps up for the implementation of the
Common Core State Standards. The estimated
performance of students relative to the
Standards raises the question: What steps can
policymakers at the federal, state, and district
levels take to help create the conditions in
which educators can succeed in accelerating
the college and career readiness of our
nation’s students?

9
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The period between Common Core adoption
and Common Core implementation affords an
important opportunity to evaluate and reframe
education policy at all levels to provide greater
support for educators. During this transitional
period, policymakers should invest their efforts
in three broad areas.

First, policymakers should thoughtfully
consider and discuss the complex implications
of the shift from existing state standards to the
Common Core State Standards, as this shift
has implications not only for expectations
and education practice, but also for state
accountability models. Second, policymakers
should use this opportunity to leverage
research to better define goals on how much
academic growth—at the student and school
levels—is reasonable to expect. Third,
policymakers should thoroughly consider how
to more effectively align education funding
programs to meet these ambitious goals,
particularly with respect to instructional and
curricular practices.

The national dialogue on the Common
Core State Standards Initiative has moved
quickly from the creation and adoption
processes to how to best assess the
Standards. This report, however, suggests that
the success of this initiative will be largely
vested in an area conspicuously absent from
the dialogue: the effective implementation of
the Standards within schools and classrooms.
Ensuring that educators have the resources
and support necessary to fully and coherently
integrate these Standards into daily practice is
a critical prerequisite to making college and
career readiness a reality for all students.

As they prepare for implementation of the
Common Core State Standards, ACT
recommends that policymakers at all levels
consider the following:

� Recognize that adoption of “fewer,
clearer, higher” standards is a significant
shift in expectations. While each state’s
transition from its current education
standards to the Common Core State
Standards will be different, our preliminary
research suggests that these transitions are
not likely to be a matter of incremental
change. Rather, such transitions
fundamentally reframe what we expect
students and school systems to
accomplish. Policymakers—and
educators—at all levels must be aware of
this shift and prepare now for the changes
that will need to occur over the next several
years of implementation.

� The shift in expectations has very real
implications for education monitoring
and accountability systems. If states,
districts, and schools adhere to the
Common Core State Standards Initiative’s
definition of college and career readiness
as the primary metric for defining school
success, current monitoring and
accountability systems may not fully
acknowledge the gap between where
students are now and where we expect
them to be. If left unaddressed, evaluating
school performance based on arbitrary
proficiency rates and timelines may
undercut incentives for schools to embrace
the challenge of preparing all students for
college and career. Rather than
encouraging states and districts to adopt
weakened definitions of college and career
readiness, policymakers should improve
current accountability systems so that
schools embrace challenging yet realistic
goals rooted in how well students
demonstrate academic growth toward
learning meaningful college and career
readiness standards.
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� Federal programs need to have a greater
focus on college and career readiness.
The reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) provides
a remarkable opportunity to align federal
programs and resources around the goal of
college and career readiness. Given the
challenges educators will face, ESEA
should empower local policymakers and
educators to better direct their focus and
resources, particularly in strengthening
professional development, curricula, and
instructional practices to maximize their
capacity to incorporate higher expectations
into day-to-day practices.

� Ensuring sufficient public understanding
of the Common Core State Standards is
critically important. Based on our
preliminary findings, state and district
policymakers may need to prepare their
stakeholders and communities for a shift in
how they understand the notion of student
“proficiency.” Because states currently set
and define their own proficiency levels, for
many states the definition of college and
career readiness expressed in the Common
Core State Standards Initiative may
represent a significant change in how they
define proficiency and how they
subsequently report to the public on
student and school performance. An
analogous scenario is the disconnect
between the reported percentage of
students “proficient” on state assessments
and the percentage of students “proficient”
on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress within the same state. During the
transitional period leading up to the
implementation of the Common Core State
Standards, state and district leaders should
engage school and community

stakeholders to ensure there is broad and
sufficient understanding of what college
and career readiness means, why “fewer,
clearer, higher” standards are essential,
and how these challenging expectations
will affect reporting requirements in the
short term.

� Increasing the percentage of students
who are college and career ready is
challenging, but possible. Despite the
challenges that these new Standards
introduce, it is quite realistic for states,
districts, and schools to spur meaningful
improvement. For example, in two states
where every high school graduate (not just
self-selected, college-bound students)
takes the ACT, we see significant progress.
In Colorado, the percentage of students
who are college and career ready in all of
the core subjects (English, math, reading,
and science) has increased by 5
percentage points since 2002, while in
Illinois the increase was 4 percentage
points. At the local level, we see variation in
the pace at which districts improve the
percentage of students who are college
and career ready in all core subjects,
affirming that change is possible.
Regardless of the rate of change thus far,
from this point forward it is essential that our
collective research, policy, and reform
efforts focus on how to best accelerate
improvement in student readiness relative
to challenging and meaningful standards.

� To accelerate improvement, states and
districts should make concerted efforts
now to ensure full and meaningful
implementation of the Common Core
State Standards. In addition to
incorporating the approaches of our
nation’s highest-performing school districts,
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states and districts should undertake three
additional strategies:

1. Conduct research with their best
available data to evaluate where
students are currently performing relative
to the Common Core State Standards.
Estimating where a school’s relative
strengths and weaknesses lie will allow
educators and policymakers to allocate
current resources most appropriately.

2. Invest significant efforts in mapping the
transition from current state standards to
the Common Core State Standards. This
interpretive process—perhaps in
collaboration with state institutions of
higher education and the business
community—can create a rational and
aligned blueprint for strengthening
instructional frameworks, curricula, and
professional development models, while
deepening the understanding of local
stakeholders.

3. Develop challenging yet realistic
performance goals based on individual
student growth. With this approach, we
can evaluate school performance more
holistically and rationally against higher,
more challenging standards.

Conclusion
The results of this study tell us that, as seen
through the lens of the Common Core State
Standards, far too many of today’s students
will likely graduate from high school not ready
for college-level work or career training
programs without needing some type of
remediation in English language arts and
mathematics. State, district, and school
education leaders now have a clear starting
point for implementing the Common Core by
targeting those areas of the Standards where
student performance is weakest and ensuring
that K–12 educators are adequately prepared
with instructional strategies, interventions, and
training to best support students in becoming
college and career ready.

ACT believes that a comprehensive approach
to Common Core implementation that
incorporates changes in practice and policy
is essential for turning the promise of the
Common Core State Standards—college
and career readiness for all high school
graduates—into a reality for our students,
schools, districts, states, and the nation.
Now is the time to begin.



Note
1Items on each ACT Plus Writing test form were coded to the relevant domain, strand,
or cluster in the Common Core State Standards. Individual item responses were used
to calculate the percentage of items answered correctly. Because the items on each
form are unique and one form may differ slightly from another with respect to the
number of items in each Common Core State Standards category and in the difficulty
of those items, the percent-correct scores for each form were scaled to a common
metric to allow combining scores across forms and facilitate future monitoring of trends
across time.
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College-ready Students and Classroom-ready Teachers: Panel 
Discussion  
A great deal of work is under way to better prepare K-12 students to succeed in college and 
careers. Despite the worst budget cuts Washington has seen in decades, there is still much we can 
do to keep the focus on developing “college-ready students” and “classroom-ready teachers.”   

The 2008 Master Plan for Higher Education recommended a number of strategies and programs 
aimed at raising expectations for K-12 students.  These included:  

• Supporting students and families by providing clear expectations about what students 
need to know and be able to do; 

• Conducting various forms of outreach and support to students and their families;  

• Ensuring there are programs and pathways for students at different academic levels and 
with different career and academic interests that provide a rigorous and engaging 
curriculum; and 

• Supporting educators to ensure they have the tools and knowledge they need to support 
students as they aspire to go further in their education. 

As we begin the process to update the Strategic Master Plan, we should consider the roles 
different parts of our system will play in achieving the goals of raising educational attainment in 
Washington.   

Eleni Papadakis, Executive Director, Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board 
(WTECB); Jessica Vavrus, Assistant Superintendent, Office of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction (OSPI); Susan Ellen Bacon, Associate Dean of Professional Development, 
Continuing Education and Outreach, Seattle University; and Jan Yoshiwara, Deputy Executive 
Director of Education, State Board for Community & Technical Colleges (SBCTC), will 
participate in a panel discussion to help us think about the HECB’s role in preparing kids to be 
college ready and preparing teachers to engage and inspire students to succeed.   
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P-20 Strategies for Washington 
 
Moving the blue arrow 
The state’s Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education, approved by the Legislature as state 
policy in 2008, contained a blueprint for further developing the potential of all K-12 students to 
participate and succeed in postsecondary education.   

The master plan’s central goal is to educate more people to higher levels—to rapidly ‘move up 
the blue arrow’ of educational attainment among our younger citizens. Far too few of our 
younger adults have earned degrees or certificates. Other developed countries are making rapid 
progress educating their younger citizens. We are standing still—in Washington and in the 
United States.  

 
Blue arrow strategies 
 Enroll more people in postsecondary education programs and ensure they complete 

certificates and degrees.  
 The master plan emphasizes that enrolling many more citizens in postsecondary 

education will require substantially increased state appropriations. But since 2008, 
we’ve seen the deepest cuts on record in state support for higher education.  

 Promote economic growth and innovation by mobilizing our education and research 
resources. 
 Higher education remains one of the state’s most powerful economic engines, a force 

for innovation and positive change. Our institutions are at the cutting edge  
of discovery, opening a world of new opportunity. 

 Develop incentives and accountability systems to reward institutions for progress. 
 Continued emphasis on accountability will drive future funding decisions. This 

session, nearly all the bills dealing with higher education funding emphasize 
performance and accountability metrics.   
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Strategies to create higher expectations for all K-12 students  
A great deal of work is under way to better prepare K-12 students to succeed in college. Even in 
the face of the worst budget cuts Washington has seen in decades, there is still much that we can 
do to keep the focus on developing “college-ready students” and “classroom-ready teachers.”   
 
The following programs and initiatives support key master plan strategies: 
 
Create higher expectations for all K-12 students 
Revised and greatly strengthened college readiness standards in English, math, and science have 
been approved by the HECB. These standards align very closely with proposed new high school 
graduation requirements. Moving quickly on the basic changes to align requirements will clearly 
communicate the commitment to providing postsecondary access to more students.  Continuing 
to work collaboratively on any additional changes will ensure they can be implemented with 
minimum confusion.  
 
Scale up successful student advising and mentoring programs   
The HECB’s GEAR UP program, working collaboratively with the targeted school districts and 
the state’s higher education institutions, has expanded pre-college skills development services to 
thousands of additional students in low-income school districts. Programs like GEAR-UP and 
Navigation 101 provide support for the high school and beyond plan. 
 
Engage families and communities  
The College Bound Scholarship program, with support of the College Access Challenge Grant, is 
collaborating with federal, state, and local government entities and philanthropic organizations to 
create partnerships to increase the number of under-represented students who enter and remain in 
postsecondary education. The Passport to College Promise scholarship for foster youth and 
partnerships such as theWashBoard.org, a coalition-driven, online scholarship matching 
resource, also are helping expand opportunity. 
 
Create multiple pathways from high school to college or workforce training  
The HECB continues to advocate for increased support for a variety of dual credit options, 
including Running Start, Running Start for the Trades, Tech Prep, Advanced Placement, 
International Baccalaureate, and College in the High school. The Governor’s budget contains a 
provision for enhanced funding for the Running Start program. 
 
Prepare Educators for the 21st century   
Support professional development for teachers and administrators to ensure our educators have 
the tools they need to effectively engage families and communities to close the achievement gap, 
raise student proficiency, provide high quality academic advising, and increase postsecondary 
attendance.  “Educators for the 21st Century” has funded Teacher Professional Development 
Projects, College Readiness projects in English and science, and conferences for educators, 
researchers, and policymakers. The HECB also conducts the Educator Needs Analysis in 
cooperation with the Professional Educator Standards Board.  
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Measuring success 
In order to make progress on the broader goals of the Master Plan and move the blue arrow, we 
need to continuously improve the quality of the instruction occurring in our K-12 classrooms and 
inspire students to achieve and further their education beyond high school. We need to improve 
the data that we collect to help us make good decisions for policy and planning.  Therefore we 
are proposing a research plan that will help us track progress toward these goals and the success 
of our initiatives to create higher expectations in K12.  In collaboration with partners in K-12 and 
higher education. we will annually provide information on the following questions regarding the 
transition between high school and college: 

Transition between High School and College 
1) How many students who completed a college-ready curriculum entered college?    
2) How many who did not complete a college-ready curriculum entered college? 

 
Extent of Postsecondary Remediation  

3) How many high school graduates who completed a college-ready curriculum ended 
up taking remedial courses after entering college? 

4)  How many who did not complete a college-ready curriculum took remedial classes 
after entering college? 

 
 First Term Persistence after College Entry 

5) How many high school graduates who completed a college-ready curriculum 
persisted and enrolled in a second term in college? 

6) How many who did not complete a college-ready curriculum persisted and enrolled in 
a second term in college? 

 
 First-Year Retention 

7) How many college-ready graduates completed one full year (2 semesters or 3 
quarters) of college? 

8) How many who were not college-ready persisted through the first year of college? 
 
  



 

 
March 2011 
 
 

Educators for the 21st Century Program and Student College 
Readiness Update 
 
Information Item 
 
This is an informational report to the members of the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
(HECB) at its March 31, 2011 meeting.  No board action is necessary at this time. 
 
 
Executive Summary 
 
The 2008 Strategic Master Plan for Higher Education in Washington outlines four strategies to 
raise educational attainment, one of which is to create higher expectations for all K-12 students.  
This strategy is supported by a policy goal of providing every student in every public school the 
mentoring, academic advising, and skill development necessary to plan, prepare for and enter 
postsecondary education.  An expected outcome from the strategy is improved access for K-12 
teachers to professional development programs that can help them fully understand and use 
evolving academic and college readiness standards. 
 
The Educators for the 21st Century Program is an umbrella initiative designed to help implement 
this strategy and realize this expected outcome.  Conceptually, it includes the HECB’s English 
and Science College Readiness Project, Title II Professional Development Program, and GEAR 
UP College Readiness Professional Development Project (see appendix A).  Each of these 
components plays an important role in the Educators for the 21st Century program.   
 
The English and Science College Readiness Project provides K-12 educators with definitions 
outlining skills students need to prepare for and enter postsecondary education.  The Title II 
Professional Development Program and GEAR UP College Readiness Professional Development 
Project encourage use of the definitions and best practices by K-12 educators.  They also 
encourage use of the College Readiness Mathematics Standards, which were produced by the 
state’s Transition Mathematics Project under the leadership of the State Board for Technical and 
Community Colleges. 
 
This report updates the Board on the Educators for the 21st Century program, including college 
readiness projects and professional development efforts that serve K-12 educators and leverage 
the definitions.  It closes with a discussion of the future of the program, which will depend on 
changes in federal funding that may occur when the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is 
reauthorized. 
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Introduction 
 
The Educators for the 21st Century initiative is an effort to align and leverage the HECB’s Title 
II educator professional development program with the state’s math, science, and English college 
readiness projects and other state or federally funded programs.  This ongoing effort began in 
2007, was formalized under the Educators for the 21st Century name in 2009, and was reinforced 
in 2010 by the HECB GEAR UP program’s sponsorship of a year-long teacher professional 
development project in English and math college readiness.   
 
To extend the effort to more districts in Washington, the HECB hosted its first statewide 
Educators for the 21st Century conference in October 2010.  Conference goals included 
identifying strategies for linking the state’s college readiness work with teacher professional 
development activities, discussing opportunities for and barriers to greater collaboration and 
leveraging, and envisioning ways to scale efforts to make a sustained and statewide impact.  As a 
result of this conference, HECB staff subsequently began meeting with Office of Superintendent 
of Public Instruction colleagues to exchange information and explore possibilities for future 
collaboration.   
 
In the present budget climate, it is critical to continue Educators for the 21st Century’s alignment 
and leveraging efforts because they help implement the Master Plan strategy of creating higher 
expectations for all K-12 students.  If successful, Educators for the 21st Century would become a 
statewide professional development resource for educators working on improving student college 
readiness.      
 
 
State College Readiness Projects  
 
The state’s college readiness projects are ongoing collaborative efforts involving K-12 and 
higher education stakeholders.  The State Board for Technical and Community Colleges 
(SBCTC) launched the Transition Mathematics Project in 2004, and the HECB launched the 
English and Science College Readiness Project in 2005.   
 
The Transition Mathematics Project was designed to help students successfully progress from 
high school math to college-level math.  It identified the math knowledge and skills high school 
graduates need to meet minimum college admission requirements, avoid remediation upon 
enrolling in college, and complete college-level coursework.  In 2006, the project published 
College Readiness Standards in mathematics, which define the core knowledge and skills 
expected of students in college entry-level mathematics courses and courses with quantitative 
components.  Similar to its counterpart in math, the English and Science College Readiness 
Project was designed to help students successfully progress from high school to college-level 
coursework.  In 2007, the project published preliminary English and Science College Readiness 
Definitions.    
 
The college-readiness standards and definitions in all projects reflect the content students need to 
learn as well as the attributes necessary for how they learn.  These attributes are student 
characteristics that set the tone for successful learning.  Attributes common across math, science, 
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and English include intellectual engagement, taking responsibility for learning, perseverance, 
and attention to detail.  These attributes and the content definitions/standards are interdependent 
and necessary for students to complete entry-level, general education college coursework. 
 
State funding for college readiness projects is currently suspended due to recent budget cuts.    
However, Title II and GEAR UP teacher professional development projects are able to use 
federal funding to promote college readiness.     
 
 
Title II Professional Development Program 
 
Since 2002 the HECB has administered a $1.2 million annual professional development grant 
program authorized by Title II of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  The HECB’s Title II 
program funds competitive partnership grants for projects that provide professional development 
for K-12 teachers, principals, and highly qualified paraprofessionals.   
Partnerships must include all of the following partners: 
 

• A public or private institution of higher education and the division of the institution that 
prepares teachers and principals;  

• A school of arts and sciences; and  
• A high-need school district (high need means [1] high poverty and [2] high percentage of 

teachers teaching academic subjects or grade levels they were not trained to teach or 
teaching with emergency, provisional, or temporary certification or licensing).    

 
Partnerships may also include a variety of optional partners, such as additional school districts 
(regardless of high-need status).   
 
Since its inception, the Title II program has disbursed about $9 million to 39 projects that have 
provided professional development to more than 2,000 educators serving tens of thousands of 
students per year.  The 39 projects include six begun in 2009 that are scheduled to end in 2012.  
During their first year, these six projects provided professional development for about 290 math 
and science teachers and 120 principals and assistant principals serving over 32,000 students in 
120 schools across the state.   Out of 58 school districts served, 37 were rural.  Appendix B 
describes current projects,1

 

 several of which involve significant collaboration and leveraging 
with other initiatives.  

The purpose of the Title II program is to increase student achievement in core academic subjects 
by enhancing teachers’ subject matter knowledge and ability to use state standards, as well as 
enhancing principals’ instructional leadership skills.  Various professional models have been 
used, with the most popular being a summer institute followed by activities such as coaching or 
professional learning communities held during the academic year.   Similarly, project evaluation 
has taken many forms, including participant surveys, classroom observations, focus groups, and 
student test scores.  Despite a diversity of models and evaluation methods, some common themes 
have emerged: 
                                                 
1 Appendix B provides one-page summaries of current projects only.  Prior project information is available in 
program reports at: http://www.hecb.wa.gov/Grants/profdev/profdevindex.asp. 
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• Final reports indicate projects generally accomplished their goals. 
• Participant surveys indicate participants felt the professional development helped them, 

and anecdotal comments from participants support this notion. 
• Participants appreciate professional learning communities.  
• The buy in and involvement of school principals is important to project success. 

 
Some common concerns have also been raised in the projects to date: 
   

• Participants worry they will not have time to implement changes when they get back to 
their classrooms.  Some feel overwhelmed just doing their jobs. 

• Attributing changes in student achievement to specific professional development 
activities is difficult because of the many other activities in which schools engage that 
affect teaching and learning. 
 

For its first five years, the Title II program had little to do with other HECB initiatives.  Then, in 
2007, HECB began using the Title II request for proposals to explicitly connect Title II to the 
state’s college readiness projects and the Master Plan goals.     
 
 
GEAR UP College Readiness Professional Development Project 
 
GEAR UP stands for Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs.  The 
HECB’s federally-funded GEAR UP program encourages low-income middle and high school 
students to stay in school, study hard, have high expectations, and go to college.  It offers 
students intensive tutoring, mentoring, and college/career planning information throughout their 
middle and high school years.   
 
To enhance these efforts, HECB’s GEAR UP program designed a year-long college readiness 
professional development series for high school math and English teachers in seven of their 
partner school districts.  Using a research model, seven schools were selected randomly to 
participate during AY 2010-11 as treatment group schools receiving the professional 
development.  An additional six schools were selected randomly to be control group schools, and 
will not receive the professional development.  This model was chosen to measure the impact of 
the upcoming professional development on student achievement.  
  
Thirty-six math and English teachers will participate in 10 full days of content area workshops to 
help them integrate college readiness content definitions and standards and student attributes into 
their curricula.  Participants will receive coaching, support and ongoing technical assistance from 
expert instructors experienced in high school, community college, and university level education 
in the content areas.  
 
In addition to the professional development, GEAR UP has partnered with ACT, Inc. to provide 
the COMPASS college placement test to all high school seniors in the 13 participating high 
schools.  This opportunity marks the first time that ACT has partnered with an organization other 
than a college or university to provide the college readiness assessment.  Students will take both 
pre- and post-tests, which will provide them and their families with a measure of their college 
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readiness in math, reading and writing.  Students will be given the opportunity to practice the 
exam in their own school, at no cost, and with no need to travel.  Results will be shared with 
their teachers, who will be able to use the information to address individual gaps in learning, thus 
increasing their college readiness.    
 
The project will employ teacher surveys, student demographic surveys, and pre- and post-test 
comparison to measure the impact of the project on student achievement. A full evaluation of the 
project will provide   insights into the effectiveness of the approach and guide future professional 
development projects. 
 
 
The Future of Educators for the 21st Century 
 
Two of the most important factors that will influence the future of the Educators for the 21st 
Century program are interconnected.  The first is the state’s adoption of Common Core State 
Standards in mathematics and English language arts.  The second is the federal reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which is currently authorized as the No Child Left 
Behind Act. 
 
The Common Core State Standards are designed to “provide a consistent, clear understanding of 
what students are expected to learn, so teachers and parents know what they need to do to help 
them.”2

  

  The standards are the product of a nationwide effort led by the National Governors 
Association Center for Best Practices and the Council of Chief State School Officers.  In 2010, 
the state legislature authorized the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) to adopt 
the standards on a provisional basis, which it did in July 2010.  However, full adoption and 
implementation will not occur until after the legislature reviews the standards during the 2011 
legislative session.  OSPI has submitted a report to the legislature recommending formal 
adoption in 2011. 

In general, movement to the Common Core Standards will be helpful to reaching the goals of the 
Educators for the 21st Century program by creating a higher level of visibility for what is 
expected of students entering college and creating greater alignment between K-12 exit and 
college entry expectations.  The initial feedback from the current college readiness projects is 
that common core is quite consistent with the work done to date in Washington and we should be 
able to transition in a way that builds on the good work already done here.  OSPI has also 
conducted analysis of the common core in relation to the Washington State Standards in 
Mathematics and Language Arts and found a high degree of concordance in both subject areas. 
 
In March 2010, the Obama administration published an Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act reauthorization plan called A Blueprint for Reform.  It emphasizes that every student should 
graduate from high school ready for college and a career and calls on states to develop and adopt 
standards in mathematics and English language arts that build toward college- and career-
readiness.  States can develop the standards by upgrading their own existing standards or 
adopting common state-developed standards (i.e. the Common Core State Standards). 

                                                 
2 From the mission statement on the Common Core State Standards Initiative homepage, available at: 
http://www.corestandards.org/ 
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization will have a big impact on the future of 
the Educators for the 21st Century program because the program’s main funding source, HECB 
Title II funding, depends on language in the current authorization.  The Obama administration is 
pushing hard for reauthorization this year, and Congress is working on it now.  The reauthorized 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act language may differ significantly from current 
language, and it is unclear whether the HECB Title II program can survive reauthorization intact, 
for a couple of reasons. 
 
First, consolidation of grant program funding into fewer, larger funding streams with increased 
control and flexibility for states is a recurring theme in the Blueprint.  Second, there is 
uncertainty about whether the state would receive federal funding for programs like the HECB’s 
via formula grants or competitive grants.  Currently the HECB receives Title II money 
automatically each year via a formula grant.  However, given the Obama administration’s 
interest in competitive grant programs like Race to the Top, a reauthorized Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act may well require states to compete for funding to a greater extent than 
they did under No Child Left Behind.  To compete effectively, the various education agencies in 
each state will need to work well together in crafting proposals. 
 
Both of these themes, consolidation and interstate competition, point to the need for a high level 
of cooperation among the HECB and its sister agencies.  The Educators for the 21st Century 
program, with its focus on collaboration and leveraging, has led HECB staff to seek and 
strengthen working relationships with colleagues in other state education agencies.  For example, 
HECB staff invited Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Board for Community 
and Technical Colleges, Professional Educator Standards Board, and State Board of Education 
staff to serve on the Title II proposal review panel.  
 
Positive working relationships were strengthened by the statewide Educators for the 21st Century 
conference last October.  At the conference, HECB and sister agency staff had opportunities to 
share ideas and serve together on a panel tasked with addressing the issue of how to align efforts 
to support teachers working across systems.  At the conference, HECB and OSPI staff decided to 
meet again to explore possibilities for leveraging Educators for the 21st Century projects and 
OSPI Mathematics and Science Partnerships.  Staff followed up on this decision with a joint 
meeting of project directors in February 2011.   
 
The Educators for the 21st Century program has given staff from HECB and sister agencies 
opportunities to work together and understand one another, which will prove useful if agencies 
jointly administer a post-reauthorization professional development program or apply for 
competitive grants in the future.  Although there is more work to be done regarding college 
readiness and teacher professional development, Educators for the 21st Century has planted seeds 
for future collaboration that will be necessary to leverage our work so it benefits more students 
statewide.   
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Appendix A: Educators for the 21st Century Conceptual Model 
 

Educators for the 21st

Century

Identify

Eligible partnerships 

Professional 
Development Project

Professional 
Development Project

Professional 
Development Project

Federal Title II Grant

Teacher Professional 
Development 
$1.2M/year

Transition Mathematics 
Project and HECB 
College Readiness 

Project

Possible External Grant 
Funding

Partner Contributions 
(e.g. GEAR UP College 
Readiness Professional 
Development Project)
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Appendix B  
Current HECB Educator Professional Development Projects 
 

 
Title II Professional Development Projects  

• College Readiness in Science Project (CRISP) 
 

• Math 2.0: Teaching Math in a Technical World 
 

• Math 360: Building Academic Language and Content Skills in Mathematics 
 

• Mathematics and Science: Endorsement Academies, PLC’s and Student Improvement 
 

• Riverpoint Advanced Mathematics Partnership (RAMP) 
 

• Supporting Teacher Strategies to Prepare Students in Remote Rural Communities for 
College-level Mathematics 

 
 
GEAR UP Professional Development Projects  

• GEAR UP College Readiness Professional Development Project 
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College Readiness in Science Project (CRISP) 

Project co-directors:  
• George Nelson, Ph.D., Director, Science Mathematics and Technology Education (SMATE) and 

Professor of Physics and Astronomy, Western Washington University 
• Shannon Warren, M.Ed., CRISP Project Co-director and Sustaining Partnerships Enhancing 

Collaboration K-8 (SPECK8) Project Director, Western Washington University 
 

Target audience:  
• 38 teachers and 6 principals in northwestern Washington. 

 
Partners:  

• 1 high-need district:  Cape Flattery (6 teachers, 1 principal) 
• 2 other districts: Blaine (11 teachers, 2 principals) Mount Vernon (21 teachers, 3 principals) 
•  Other partners: 

o Lead partner: Western Washington University College of Sciences and Technology, 
Science, Mathematics, and Technology Education Program and  Department of Physics 
and Astronomy  

o Western Washington University Woodring College of Education 
 
Description:  

• This project focuses on using the Washington State Science Standards and College Readiness 
Definitions to improve teachers’ and administrators’ understanding of effective science 
instruction.   

• Professional development activities include summer institutes, professional development 
workshops, administrator symposia, reflective logs, and regular professional learning community 
meetings. 

• Content of the summer institutes and workshops is determined through a collaborative process 
based on data from each building. 
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: content knowledge assessments, surveys, classroom observations, case studies, 

interviews  
• Principals: surveys, teacher interviews 
• Students: analysis of WASL scores and percentage of students who take 3 or 4 years of science, 

take the PSAT/SAT, and attend vocational programs, 2-year colleges, or 4-year colleges  
 

Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  
• This project builds on work done through a National Science Foundation project, the HECB’s 

College Readiness Definitions project, and the partner schools’ Advancement Via Individual 
Determination (AVID) programs.  The NSF project, called the North Cascades and Olympic 
Science Partnership (NCOSP), began in 2004 and includes all three CRISP school districts. 

• This project involves direct collaboration with K-8 teachers and administrators in our Math 
Science Partnership, Sustaining Partnerships Enhancing Collaboration K-8.  Winter workshops 
are held jointly with members of both grants.  Summer institutes have similar content, 
differentiated for both groups.  
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Math 2.0: Teaching Math in a Technical World 

Project director:  
• Robin Angotti, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, University of Washington Bothell 
 

Target audience:  
• 35 teachers and 13 principals in north central Washington.   

 
Partners:  

• 3 high-need districts:  Omak (5 teachers, 3 principals); Soap Lake (3 teachers, 1 principal); 
Warden (2 teachers, 1 principal) 

• 10 other districts: Bridgeport (1 teacher, 1 principal); Brewster (1 teacher); Eastmont (8 teachers, 
3 principals); Entiat (3 teachers, 1 principal); Nespelem (2 teachers, 1 principal); Okanogan (3 
teachers, 1 principal); Orondo (1 teacher, 1 principal); Oroville (2 teachers); Quincy (3 teachers), 
Wilson Creek (1 teacher) 

• Other partners: 
o Lead partner: University of Washington Bothell Education Program 
o Central Washington University Mathematics Department 
o North Central Educational Service District (NCESD) 

 
Description:  

• This project focuses on increasing teacher effectiveness in algebra through professional 
development focused on integrating technology, pedagogy, and content while emphasizing 
student learning.  It trains participants to use emerging technologies and mathematics software to 
engage students in the concept of the function, which is the foundation for algebraic thinking.  It 
also expands principal/assistant principal skills for observing and supporting mathematical 
learning in inquiry-based, technology-rich mathematics classrooms.   

• Professional development activities include summer institutes, academic year follow-up days, 
classroom observations, and on-line activities. 
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: content tests, focus interviews, surveys, online blog, wikis, classroom observations, 

lesson plans 
• Principals: surveys, online materials 
• Students: engagement in lessons observed during classroom observations 

 
Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  

• This project builds on NCESD’s Mathematics Leadership Alliance (MLA) for teacher leaders in 
grades 3-10.  It also coordinates efforts with NCESD’s current Mathematics and Science 
Partnership (MSP) project.  The MSP project is called “Progress to Math and Science 
Proficiency: Reaching Out to Rural Schools” and is funded by OSPI under Title II, Part B of the 
No Child Left Behind Act.  Coordination is extremely close and includes joint learning activities 
to improve content knowledge of algebra, function concepts, data analysis, and mathematical 
modeling while examining pedagogical changes necessary to incorporate technological tools.   
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Math 360: Building Academic Language and Content Skills in Mathematics 

Project co-directors:  
• Terrie Geaudreau, Ed.D., Director of Math and Science, Educational Service District 105 
• Greg Benner, Ph.D., Associate Professor, University of Washington Tacoma 

 
Target audience:  

• 59 teachers and 12 principals in south central Washington.   
 

Partners:  
• 5 high-need districts:  Royal (5 teachers, 2 principals); Sunnyside (17 teachers, 2 principals); 

Toppenish (11 teachers, 3 principals); Wahluke (11 teachers, 2 principals); Union Gap (4 
teachers, 1 principal) 

• 1 other district: West Valley (11 teachers, 2 principals) 
• Other partners: 

o Lead partner: Educational Service District 105 
o Central Washington University Mathematics Department 
o Central Washington University Center for Excellence in Science and Mathematics 

Education 
o University of Washington Tacoma Education Program 
o Yakima Valley Community College 

 
Description:  

• This project focuses on increasing the content knowledge of middle school math teachers and 
their ability to implement effective math instruction, including the use of formative assessment.  
It also aims to increase the ability of middle school principals/assistant principals to recognize 
effective math instruction and provide teachers with constructive feedback.   

• Professional development activities include summer institutes, on-line content learning and 
reflection options, the establishment or enhancement of professional learning communities, and 
the development of school-based teacher leaders. 
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: online content knowledge measures and surveys, observation, interviews, First Steps 

pedagogy assessment 
• Principals: surveys 
• Students: curriculum-based student diagnostic measures 

 
Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  

• This project builds on prior district efforts to establish teacher leaders and communities of 
practice.  It also complements district Leadership for Learning principal groups, which have made 
mathematics and vocabulary development their focus.   
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Mathematics and Science: Endorsement Academies, PLC’s and Student Improvement 

Project co-directors:  
• SusanEllen Bacon, Ph.D., Associate Dean, Professional Development, Continuing Education and 

Outreach, Seattle University  
• Craig Bowman, M.A., Director of School Improvement, Puget Sound Educational Service 

District 
 

Target audience:  
• 82 teachers and 61 principals in the Puget Sound region. 

 
Partners:  

• 1 high-need district:  Tukwila (5 teachers, 5 principals) 
• 18 other districts: Auburn (4 teachers, 4 principals); Bethel (1 teacher, 1 principal); Carbonado (1 

teacher, 1 principal); Eatonville (1 teacher, 1 principal); Enumclaw (2 teachers, 1 principal); 
Federal Way (1 teacher, 1 principal); Fife (1 teacher, 2 principals); Franklin Pierce (2 teachers, 1 
principal); Highline (11 teachers, 7 principals); Kent (1 teacher, 1 principal); Orting (1 teacher, 1 
principal); Peninsula (1 teacher, 1 principal); Puyallup (6 teachers, 5 principals); Renton (24 
teachers, 14 principals); Seattle (5 teachers, 5 principals); Tacoma (5 teachers, 4 principals); 
University Place (6 teachers, 2 principals); White River (1 teacher, 1 principal) 

• 3 private nonprofit schools in the Seattle Archdiocese system (3 teachers, 3 principals) 
•  Other partners: 

o Lead partner: Seattle University College of Education 
o Seattle University College of Science and Engineering 
o Puget Sound Educational Service District 

 
Description:  

• This project focuses on “endorsement academies” which provide training to K-12 teachers to help 
them meet the state’s endorsement competencies for biology, middle level mathematics, or 
secondary mathematics.  In addition, it provides principals with training in differential learning, 
standards, and content-specific observational strategy.  Principals participate in professional 
learning communities focusing on leading student improvement in mathematics and science. 

• Professional development activities include academic year and summer classes and professional 
learning communities 
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: transcript reviews, grades in endorsement academy courses, WEST-E scores, 

classroom observations, professional learning community observations, journal analysis, surveys  
• Principals: classroom observations, professional learning community observations, textual 

analysis of journals 
• Students: standardized curriculum-based measures, rubrics for scoring work for attainment of 

standards, analysis of student grades 
 

Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  
• This project has coordinated its efforts closely with the Professional Educational Standards 

Board’s (PESB) Educator Retooling program, which was established to support teachers seeking 
endorsements in shortage areas such as mathematics and science.  It has also coordinated efforts 
with the Pierce County Consortium, which exists to support smaller districts in providing learning 
opportunities.   
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Riverpoint Advanced Mathematics Partnership (RAMP) 

Project co-directors:  
• Janet Frost, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Washington State University  Spokane/Pullman  
• Kris Lindeblad, M.A., Clinical Professor, Washington State University Spokane/Pullman 
• Jackie Coomes, Ph.D., Associate Professor, Eastern Washington University 

 
Target audience:  

• 44 teachers and 17 principals in the Spokane area and northeastern Washington. 
 

Partners:  
• 1 high-need district:  Chewelah (2 teachers, 1 principal) 
• 6 other districts: Central Valley (6 teachers, 2 principals); Cheney (3 teachers, 1 principal); East 

Valley (3 teachers, 1 principal); Mead (4 teachers, 2 principals); Spokane (17 teachers, 6 
principals); West Valley (6 teachers, 3 principals) 

• 1 nonprofit private school: Gonzaga Preparatory School (3 teachers, 1 principal) 
•  Other partners: 

o Lead partner: Washington State University College of Education 
o Eastern Washington University Department of Mathematics 
o Community Colleges of Spokane 

 
Description:  

• This project focuses on improving teachers’ knowledge of the College Readiness Standards 
(CRS), mathematics content knowledge, pedagogical practices, and effective use of formative 
assessment. It emphasizes the CRS related to student attributes, teaching and learning processes, 
and mathematical content such as algebra, functions, geometry, probability, and statistics.   

• It also focuses on improving principals’ knowledge of the CRS and collaboration with their 
teachers. 

• Professional development activities include summer institutes, 4 school-year workshops, in-
school meetings, classroom coaching, and online discussions.   
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: content and pedagogical content knowledge assessments, online dialogue transcripts, 

surveys, classroom observations, lesson and unit plan analysis, interviews 
• Principals: surveys, teacher evaluations of principals  
• Students: teacher reflections on student work on common tasks and SAT problems, scores on 

standardized test questions, including the General Mathematics Placement Test and Advanced 
Mathematics Placement Test.  

 
Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  

• This project builds on a prior HECB Title II project directed by Janet Frost by serving a 
continuing cohort of participants and expanding to include a new cohort.  The prior project was 
partly funded by the State Board of Technical and Community Colleges’ Transition Math Project 
(TMP).  One year of the current grant included additional funds from Eastern Washington 
University’s Mathematical Content Collaboration Communities (MC3) project.  
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Supporting Teacher Strategies to Prepare Students in Remote Rural Communities for College-level 
Mathematics 

Project director:  
• Robert Lee, Ph.D., Professor Emeritus, University of Washington  

 
Target audience:  

• 33 teachers and 15 principals primarily in Lewis County.   
 

Partners:  
• 2 high-need districts:  Boistfort (1 teacher, 1 principal); Onalaska (5 teachers, 3 principals) 
• 8 other districts: Adna (4 teachers, 1 principal); Chehalis (3 teachers, 2 principals); Lake Quinault 

(2 teachers, 1 principal); Napavine (3 teachers, 1 principal); Pe Ell (2 teachers, 1 principal); 
Toledo (5 teachers, 2 principals); White Pass (2 teachers, 1 principal); Winlock (3 teachers,  
1 principal) 

• 3 nonprofit private schools: Cedar Valley Academy (1 teacher, who is also the principal); Lewis 
County Adventist School (1 teacher, who is also the principal); St. Joseph Catholic School  
(1 teacher, 1 principal) 

• Other partners: 
o Lead partner: University of Washington College of the Environment School of Forest 

Resources 
o University of Washington College of Education 
o University of Washington College of Arts and Sciences Department of Mathematics 
o University of Washington Bothell Education Program (through August 2010) 

 
Description:  

• This project focuses on training middle and high school mathematics teachers to use group-based 
learning and inquiry-based problem solving to prepare students in isolated rural communities to 
meet the revised Mathematics K-12 Learning Standards.  It familiarizes principals with new 
classroom practices and ways to support teachers who adopt them.   

• Professional development activities include summer institutes, weekend retreats, classroom 
studios, observations, and coaching. 
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: content tests, surveys, classroom observations 
• Principals: surveys 
• Students: activity observed during classroom observations 

 
Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  

• This project builds on a series of four prior HECB Title II projects directed by Bob Lee, focusing 
on inquiry and group learning in a real-world natural resource context.  This project cooperated 
with Math 2.0: Teaching Math in a Technical World to facilitate adoption of communication 
technologies linking teachers and principals across districts in regional professional learning 
communities. 
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GEAR UP College Readiness Professional Development Project 

Project co-directors:  
• Weiya Liang, GEAR UP Director, Higher Education Coordinating Board   
• Marcie Sample, Program Administrator, Higher Education Coordinating Board 

 
Target audience:  

• 36 high school English and math teachers in seven GEAR UP partner school districts (Cape 
Flattery, Finley, Rosalia, Spokane, Everett, Bremerton, and Wahkiakum) are participating in the 
year-long professional development series. These seven schools are also administering a pre- and 
post-COMPASS assessment to all high school seniors. 

• Six GEAR UP partner school districts are serving as a control group, and will administer the pre-
and post-COMPASS assessment to all high school seniors, but will not participate in the 
professional development series. 
 

Partners:  
• Center For Learning Connections, English College Readiness Project 
• Olympic Educational Service District 114 
• Puget Sound Educational Service District 
• Educational Service District 105 
• ACT, Inc. 
• Arroyo Research  

 
Description:  

• This project focuses on improving teachers’ knowledge of the College Readiness Standards 
(CRS), content knowledge, pedagogical practices, and effective use of formative assessment. It 
emphasizes the CRS related to student attributes, and teaching and learning processes.     

• Professional development activities include one five day summer institute, 2 two-day school-year 
workshops, in-school meetings, coaching and technical assistance, and online discussions.   
 

Project evaluation methods:  
• Teachers: content and pedagogical content knowledge assessments, online dialogue transcripts, 

surveys, classroom observations, lesson and unit plan analysis, interviews 
• Students: COMPASS pre- and post- test scores and demographic surveys  

 
Significant direct collaboration or synergy with other projects or initiatives:  

• This project builds on prior work of the Transition Math Project and the English College 
Readiness Project. 

• ACT granted HECB GEAR UP a license to administer the COMPASS college readiness 
assessment to students in participating schools. This marks the first time in the history of ACT 
that they have granted a license to an agency other than a higher education institution. 

 
 



 

www.hecb.wa.gov· 917 Lakeridge Way SW · PO Box 43430 · Olympia, WA 98504-3430 · (360) 753-7800 

Washington Scholarship Clearinghouse 
- theWashBoard.org 
Both searching for and publicizing available scholarships is a challenging aspect of 
college financing for students and scholarship providers.  The Washington Schol-
arship Coalition, comprised of private foundations, non-profit groups, and state 
agencies, has developed a “clearinghouse” to address both issues. This clearing-
house is known as theWashBoard.org. 

Scholarship Providers 
There are nearly 180 providers 
registered on theWashBoard.org 
and their collective scholarship 
offerings are expected to top $28 
million this fiscal year. These dol-
lars will be shared among ap-
proximately 7,000 individual 
scholarship awards.  

Last year, the inaugural year of 
theWashBoard.org, a total of 
over 1,500 awards were reported 
and the average amount was 
$1,700 with over 12.5 million 
total being allotted to Washing-
ton students. 

The Student Population 
As of March 2011, over 53,000 users are registered.  Over half of these users 
indicated a family Adjusted Gross Income under $50,000.  40% are students of 
color and 15% are self-identified first generation college goers.  

The registration rate has 
been steadily increasing at a 
pace of over 150 new users 
daily since the launch of the 
product. At this rate, the 
student registrations are ex-
pected to exceed 70,000 by 
the end of the fiscal year. 

 

Access.Access.  
Affordability.Affordability.  
Achievement.Achievement.  

 

“My list of scholarship matches 
was extensive and informative.  
But most importantly, I found out 
about and applied for two scholar-
ships that I hadn’t heard of 
through any of my other re-
search” 

Jeffrey Hill, recipient of the 
Grays Harbor Community 

Foundation Scholarship and 
the NELA Scholarship 

 

 

“For the Pride Foundation, having 
a centralized and local site for 
posting scholarships is key. We 
like how student-focused the-
WashBoard.org is and are excited 
at the possibilities of connecting 
eligible students more directly 
with our scholarships,” 

Anthony Papini 

Scholarship Program         
Director 

Pride Foundation 
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theWashBoard.org
Washington Scholarship Coalition

College Planning Network · College Spark Washington · College Success Foundation · 
The Greater Tacoma Community Foundation · Independent Colleges of Washington · 

Northwest Education Loan Association (NELA) · Northwest Dollars for Scholars · The Seattle Foundation · 
Washington Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB)



2Washington Scholarship Coalition

> Making college possible, one person at a time
> Increase access to scholarships for Washington students, with 

emphasis on low-income and underserved students
> Increase awareness of financial aid and scholarship opportunities
> Increase private scholarship funding by providing donors with 

information on effective, efficient ways to contribute
> Improve efficiencies in scholarship application process
> Improve availability of information on private scholarship funding
> Create a trusted resource

What we collaborated to accomplish

Washington Scholarship Coalition



3Washington Scholarship Coalition

Unique WASHINGTON Resource

What makes theWashBoard.org different
> Student-centered system (information kept private, no advertising, 

no scams), thus establishing the site as a trusted resource

> Matching process is based on comprehensive profiles; unique lists 
created for each student user

> New providers have access an existing and evolving audience of 
scholarship seekers

> Scholarship applications received will match with providers’ 
offerings, streamlining processing

> Reports and statistical data made available for providers to aid in 
philanthropic giving decisions

> Free of charge for both seekers and providers



4Washington Scholarship Coalition

In it’s first year, over 12.5 million was awarded to students by 
providers using theWashBoard.org

Data indicates that the scholarships listed are diverse and support a 
wide variety of student accomplishments.
 Only 21% require the applicant have a GPA higher than 3.0

 60% of scholarships are not based on financial need

 31% of scholarships listed are renewable, encouraging students to work 
towards degree completion.

 70% of scholarships listed are open to multiple student types, not just High 
School Seniors

Facts and Figures

Statistics collected to date
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6Washington Scholarship Coalition

Providers Drive Success

Site driven by scholarship offerings
> Each scholarship is listed by the provider, ensuring that the 

scholarship is properly represented

> Site functionality allows providers to do their work in the way they 
choose.

> Offer  free customer support 

> Have online resources available  to share information about 
theWashBoard.org, scholarships, and paying for college

> Free marketing benefits all providers.
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Scholarship Provider 
Build Scholarship



8Washington Scholarship Coalition

Scholarship Seeker
Create Profile



9Washington Scholarship Coalition

My Matches
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Seeker Demographics

> About half are in high school; the rest are preparing to 
attend or are already enrolled in college

> Four out of ten are students of color
> One out of ten are first-generation students
> Six out of ten reported a family income of less than 

$50,000

Washington Scholarship Coalition

Who Are the Scholarship Seekers?



11

Seeker Ethnicity Comparison

Washington Scholarship Coalition
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Where are the Seekers Located?

Washington Scholarship Coalition
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“The web-based process is a more 
efficient way to apply for 
multiple scholarships. After I 
created a profile, 
theWashBoard.org 
automatically copied my 
information and placed it into 
The Seattle Foundation’s 
scholarship application. I saved 
a lot of time because I didn’t 
have to re-type the same 
information into multiple 
scholarships.”

Juliette Riley, recipient of the 
Patricia Fisher Endowed 
Scholarship from The Seattle 
Foundation

What Seekers Are Saying

“My list of scholarship matches 
was extensive and informative. 
But most importantly, I found 
out about and applied for two 
scholarships that I hadn’t heard 
of through any of my other 
research.”

Jeffrey Hill, recipient of the 
Grays Harbor Community 
Foundation Scholarship and the 
NELA Scholars Scholarship
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Provider Breakdown
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“For the Pride 
Foundation, having a 
centralized and local site 
for posting scholarships 
is key. We like how 
student-focused 
theWashBoard.org is and 
are excited at the 
possibilities of 
connecting eligible 
students more directly 
with our scholarships.”

Anthony Papini
Pride Foundation

What Providers Are Saying

“TheWashBoard.org is an 
amazing service for us as a 
provider of scholarships. By 
consolidating all the 
available information into 
one searchable web-based 
clearinghouse, we are 
saving our students from 
the headaches of applying 
for scholarships that they 
don’t qualify for. As a result, 
I believe we will have a 
higher quality of candidates 
applying for our 
scholarships.”

Bethany Opstedal
United Way of Pierce 
County

“TheWashBoard.org 
helped the Everett 
Rotary Club to better 
organize and 
efficiently manage the 
scholarships that we 
oversee. “

Maddy Metzger-Utt
Everett Rotary Youth 
Education Committee
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Outreach Strategies

> Grassroots outreach – local presentations to providers and 
seekers (Everett, Tri-Cities, Yakima, Spokane, Tacoma, Olympia, 
Vancouver)

> Convene quarterly Advisory Group to encourage collaboration, 
strategizing, and user feedback

> Partnership with state agencies and associations = conference 
presentations, website links, newsletters

> Monthly e-newsletter
> Leverage free media
> Creative use of social media  

A Big Bang for a Few Bucks
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Next Steps

> Collect award data from registered scholarship providers and begin 
analysis of private giving

> Collect user (seekers and providers) feedback -- both qualitative and 
quantitative data

> Hire consultant to help the Washington Scholarship Coalition 
explore possible business models to support the future of 
theWashBoard.org. Pillars will include product evolution, product 
expansion, distribution, and ongoing support

Spring and Summer 2011
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