
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
CHARTER FOR CORE 24 IMPLEMENTATION TASK FORCE 

 
 
Project Purpose 
 
The purpose of the CORE 24 Implementation Task Force (ITF) is to examine the 
implementation issues associated with the CORE 24 High School Graduation 
Requirements Framework, passed by the State Board of Education (SBE) in July 2008.   
The ITF will advise the SBE on strategies needed to implement the requirements, 
including a phase-in process that would begin with the graduating class of 2013.  
Although it is the SBE’s intent for the CORE 24 requirements to be fully implemented by 
the graduating class of 2016, assuming funding by the legislature, the ITF should take 
into consideration ways to move the system forward toward CORE 24 requirements in 
the event only partial funding is attained. 
 
Background 
 
At the July 2008 SBE meeting, the SBE approved the CORE 24 High School Graduation 
Requirements Framework through the following motions, which included specific 
direction to staff to establish an Implementation Task Force.  The motions reference the 
Meaningful High School Diploma (MHSD) memorandum (the “larger paper”) approved 
by the Board on July 24, 2008. 
 

1. Establish the CORE 24 Graduation Requirements Policy Framework, per the 
attached Adoption Document, consisting of subject area requirements, 
Culminating Project, and High School and Beyond Plan to be phased in over four 
years, beginning with the class of 2013 and becoming fully implemented with the 
class of 2016, contingent upon funding approved by the legislature.  
 

2. Maintain the Culminating Project and High School and Beyond Plan as 
graduation requirements, with modifications developed in consultation with the 
Board’s implementation advisors.  Begin the High School and Beyond Plan in 
middle school.  

 
3. Direct staff to establish an Implementation Task Force to make recommendations 

to the Board by June 2009, to address implementation issues identified through 
(prior) public outreach and cited in the larger (July 2008 MHSD memorandum) 
paper.  These include, but are not limited to:  

• An implementation schedule that prioritizes phase-in of new credit 
requirements.  

• Ways to operationalize competency-based methods of meeting 
graduation requirements. 



 
 

• Ways to assist struggling students with credit retrieval and advancing 
their skills to grade level. 

• Phasing in CORE 24 to address issues such as teacher supply, facility 
infrastructure, etc. 

• Ways to provide appropriate career preparation courses, as well as 
career concentration options. 

• Scheduling approaches to 24 credits that can meet the required 150 
instructional hours. 

 
4.   Affirm the intention of the Board to advocate for a comprehensive funding 

package and revision to the Basic Education Funding formula, which among 
other necessary investments, should link the implementation of CORE 24 directly 
to sufficient funding to local school districts for a six-period high school day1

 

, a 
comprehensive education and career guidance system, and support for students 
who need additional help to meet the requirements.  The Board directed staff to 
prepare a funding request for the 2009-2011 biennium to begin implementation of 
CORE 24. 

Connection to the Board’s Mission, Goals, and Work Plan 
 
One key strategy to meet the SBE’s goal to improve student preparation for post-
secondary education and the 21st century world of work and citizenship is to create a 
coherent and rigorous set of graduation requirements that keeps all options open for all 
students.  With the actions taken in July 2008, the SBE established the CORE 24 High 
School Graduation Requirements Framework.  The CORE 24 Implementation Task 
Force, part of the SBE’s September 2008-August 2009 work plan, is an integral step in 
moving the work forward.   
 
Board Role 
 
The SBE’s role is to receive the recommendations of the Implementation Task Force 
(ITF), consider them in the context of the larger policy environment, and ask for further 
clarification if needed.  The SBE will formulate policy for CORE 24 implementation. 
 
ITF Co-leads  
 
Jack Schuster and Steve Dal Porto will serve as Co-leads for the ITF.  The Co-leads will 
oversee the work of the ITF, including: 

• Helping to select the membership.  
• Attending all meetings of the Task Force, bringing forward questions from the 

Board. 
• Identifying policy questions to be considered by the SBE. 
• Reporting back to the Board on the progress of the Task Force. 
• Attending meetings (AWSP, WSSDA, WASA, etc.) with staff, as possible, to 

discuss CORE 24 and its implementation. 
• Being a “sounding board” for staff as questions arise.  

 
                                                 
1 The Board’s intent is not to require all school districts to implement a six-period day, but rather to advocate 
for funding up to the level of six periods. 



 
 

Relationship of Implementation Task Force and Meaningful High School Diploma 
(MHSD) 
 
Eric Liu will continue to serve as the Board lead on the Meaningful High School Diploma 
project.  He will provide strategic guidance needed to advocate for CORE 24, and will 
continue to carry the unfinished MHSD work forward, leading the policy development of 
the Board’s approaches to the Culminating Project, High School and Beyond Plan, 
essential skills, and middle school/high school connections.  
 
As appropriate, the ITF will consider the issues of the Culminating Project, High School 
and Beyond Plan, essential skills, and middle school/high school connections and make 
recommendations to the MHSD Lead, Eric Liu. 
 
Scope of Work 
 
The CORE 24 Implementation Task Force (ITF) will be comprised of a central leadership 
group that will consider the systems issues that need to be addressed in order to 
implement the CORE 24 framework, as approved by the Board.  Individuals wishing to 
serve on the ITF must express their interest formally.  The ITF will: 

• Develop a strategy for addressing the implementation issues identified in the 
Board’s motion approval language and any other issues the Board and/or Task 
Force deems important (see list of implementation issues below). 

• Provide options for a phase-in process within the 2013-2016 parameters 
established by the Board. 

• Help identify people to serve on practitioner-based work groups, if needed. 
• Analyze the advantages and disadvantages of recommendations, in order to 

provide the Board with different options to consider.  
• Consult informally with colleagues to provide ongoing feedback from the field.  

 
The central leadership group of approximately 15 people will include working or recently 
retired practitioners well-respected by their peers for their deep and wide understanding 
of systems issues, depth of expertise, and ability to think systemically and creatively.  
This group of leaders collectively will bring expertise in: 

• Rural, suburban, and urban districts. 
• Districts of different sizes and from eastern and western areas of the state. 
• Districts with different levels of career and technical education involvement, 

including skills centers. 
• Districts with Navigation 101. 
• Comprehensive and alternative high schools. 
• Middle and high school perspectives. 
• Curricular issues spanning an array of subjects. 
• Counseling.  
• Struggling and gifted students. 
• English Language Learner (ELL) perspectives. 
• Private schools. 

 
The ITF will seek people in different leadership roles who serve, or have recently served, 
in the K-12 system.  Practitioner-based, issue-specific, and ad-hoc work groups, 
coordinated by staff will support the work of the Implementation Task Force, as needed.   



 
 

 
Implementation Questions and Issues 
 
This list represents the issues identified in the Board’s motion, as well as other issues 
that have been raised during the SBE discussions of CORE 24 with stakeholders.  The 
list, with any additions the SBE might make, is intended to be a starting place for 
discussion with the Implementation Task Force. 
 

1. What is the optimal strategy for phasing in the CORE 24 requirements, 
beginning with the graduating class of 2013 and becoming fully 
implemented with the graduating class of 2016? 
The ITF will advise the SBE on strategies needed to implement the requirements, 
including a phase-in process that would begin with the graduating class of 2013.  
Although it is the SBE’s intent for the CORE 24 requirements to be fully 
implemented by the graduating class of 2016, assuming funding by the 
legislature, the ITF should take into consideration ways to move the system 
forward toward CORE 24 requirements, in the event only partial funding is 
attained. 
   

2. What flexibility, if any, is needed to make CORE 24 requirements work for 
all students, e.g., ELL learners, IB diploma candidates, struggling students, 
etc.? 
The ITF should consider, at a minimum, the advantages, disadvantages, and 
optimal use of competency-based credit, credit “plus” approaches that allow 
students to earn one credit but satisfy two requirements, credit earned in middle 
school, and limited credit waiver authority for local administrators. 
 

3.  What conventional and out-of-the-box ideas should the SBE consider to 
implement CORE 24? 
The ITF should recommend creative, practical, and doable ways (e.g., the role of 
online learning, collaborative arrangements across districts, etc.) to address the 
capacity issues that CORE 24 will inevitably raise. 
 

4. What scheduling approaches assure sufficient opportunities for students 
to earn 24 credits and

The ITF should outline different scheduling scenarios to identify the challenges 
and solutions districts might consider to satisfy the requirements of CORE 24. 

 meet the definition of instructional hour credit, 
established in rule? 

 
5. What should the career concentration requirement look like in practice? 

The ITF should recommend ways to assure that the career concentration 
requirement incorporates the expectations of the current occupational education 
requirement, and considerations for the relationship of the Culminating Project 
and High School and Beyond Plan to the career concentration requirement. 
 

6. What issues need to be addressed in order for the High School and Beyond 
Plan to begin in middle school?  
The ITF should recommend ways to build connections between high school and 
middle school. 

 



 
 

Deliverables 
 
The Implementation Task Force will produce: 

• Recommendations with analyses of advantages and disadvantages related to the 
issues itemized in Motion #3, passed in July 2008 (see details in background 
section of this paper). 

• Recommendations with analyses of advantages and disadvantages related to 
other relevant issues the ITF identifies. 

• Regular feedback from the field on CORE 24 perceptions, concerns, and 
support. 

 
Suggested Timeline 
 
Although the original motion language specified June 2009 as the deadline “to address 
implementation issues identified through (prior) public outreach and cited in the larger 
paper,” this suggested timeline is probably a more realistic approximation of the 
extended time that will be needed to think carefully through the different issues.  Specific 
dates are included only for the first two meetings; later dates will be established in 
consultation with the ITF. 
 

Meetings Dates 
First meeting of Task Force 

 
February 2, 2009 

Second meeting of Task Force 
 

March 2, 2009 

Third meeting of Task Force 
 

May  2009 

Fourth meeting of Task Force  
 

June or August 2009 

Fifth meeting of Task Force 
 

October 2009 

Sixth meeting of Task Force December 2009 
 

 
Communication Plan 
 
Updates from the Implementation Task Force will be provided at regularly-scheduled 
meetings of the Board.  Board members and SBE staff will be making formal 
presentations in a variety of venues in order to provide information about CORE 24 and 
seek input on implementation issues from stakeholders.  The SBE will work with OSPI, 
legislative staff, and the Governor’s staff to keep them informed of the work and share 
progress with key stakeholders, including the legislature. 
 
Staff Project Manager 
Kathe Taylor, Policy Director  
 
Expected Action 
 
Motion to approve the charter for the Implementation Task Force and extend the timeline 
from June 2009 to the suggested schedule outlined above. 
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600 S. E. Washington 

Olympia, Washington  98504 
 
 
 

 
CORE 24 Implementation Task Force Notes – March 2, 2009 

 
ITF Task Force Attendees:  Michael Christianson, Jean Countryman, Linda Dezellem, Lynn 
Eisenhauer, Larry Francois, Lisa Hechtman, John Heley, Sergio Hernandez, Julie Kratzig, 
Bridget Lewis, Karen Madsen, Dennis Maguire, Mark Mansell, Mick Miller, Harjeet Sandhu, 
Jennifer Shaw, Sandra Sheldon, Brad Sprague,  and Michael Tolley 
 
SBE Board and Staff Members:  Steve Dal Porto and Jack Schuster (ITF Board Leads), 
Bunker Frank, Kathe Taylor (Policy Director), and Aaron Wyatt (Communications Specialist) 
 
Former SBE Member:  Linda Lamb 
 
Welcome and Introductions.  Jack Schuster, Steve Dal Porto, and Kathe Taylor opened the meeting 
with introductions. Task Force members introduced themselves. 
 
Origins of CORE 24.  Kathe Taylor introduced the role of the State Board, the evolution and philosophy 
of CORE 24, and the work that remains. Questions raised during the discussion are in the endnotes.i,ii  A 
copy of the PowerPoint presentation viewed at the meeting can be found at:  
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/CORE24ITFpresentationMarch209.pdf 
 
What the Task Force Can Do.  Steve Dal Porto introduced the charter for the CORE 24 ITF, 
emphasizing that this is not purely an academic group, nor a rubber stamp group for the State Board. 
Rather, the ITF represents a diverse and experienced group of stakeholders who can advise SBE on 
strategies needed to implement the requirements. This will include a proposed implementation schedule, 
ways to operationalize competency-based methods of meeting graduating requirements, ways to assist 
students with credit retrieval, issues of phase-in, and scheduling. This process will take the ITF through 
2009 and beyond. See endnotes for questions/issues raised.iii

 
 

Where We Are:  Current District Requirements and Students’ Coursetaking Patterns.  Duane Baker, 
President of the BERC Group, Inc., presented the findings of a transcript study the BERC Group 
conducted for the SBE.  Copies of the transcript study were distributed to the ITF members and can be 
accessed on the SBE Web Site at:  
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/SBETranscriptStudy2008_FINAL.pdf.  Since the transcript study was 
conceptualized before CORE 24 was adopted, Baker added information about the percentage of students 
in the sample of almost 15,000 2008 graduates who would have met CORE 24 requirements overall, and 
the percentage of students who would have met CORE 24 requirements by subject area.  Baker’s 
presentation can be accessed on the SBE Web Site at: 
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/BERCTranscriptStudyPresentationtoITF3-2-09.pdf.  Task members 
discussed specific information pertaining to failure rates and senior year coursetaking patterns.  Some of 
the questions raised are in the endnotes.iv

 
 

How We Proceed.  Kathe Taylor led a large group discussion that covered six different components of 
CORE 24 (i.e. phase in, scheduling, flexibility, career concentration, middle school connections and a 
catch-all category of other issues).  In response to the question, “What would you need to know about 
each one of these issues to provide the Board with well-analyzed recommendations?” the large group 

http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/CORE24ITFpresentationMarch209.pdf�
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/SBETranscriptStudy2008_FINAL.pdf�
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/BERCTranscriptStudyPresentationtoITF3-2-09.pdf�
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brainstormed a list of relevant questions.  Small groups honed in on each issue to suggest strategies for 
getting the needed information, then participants “dotted” issues that could be considered as topics for the 
next Task Force Meeting.  A synopsis of each issue follows.  Questions in bold received the most dots. 
 
PHASE-IN:  What is the optimal strategy for phasing in the CORE 24 requirements?   

• Where are districts, as a whole, closest to meeting CORE 24 requirements, and how can we 
use that information to begin designing a phase-in strategy? 

• What is our capacity for math, science, arts, world language, and CTE teachers, and what 
needs to be done to increase capacity? 

• What facilities do we need for upper level science labs, CTE classrooms, and arts classrooms? 
• In what ways do we need to consider collective bargaining agreements as a component of phase-

in? 
• Money and phase-in have to be in sync! Budgeting and premium pay is key. 

 

1. Use the transcript study to find out what schools are closest to CORE 24 and use them as a model 
General Strategies to Address Phase-in Questions 

2. Get data from colleges, education departments, re: the number of teachers being trained in CORE 
areas to see if there really is an adequate number of teachers coming into the field in each area 

3. Survey to see if schools have the facilities to deal with CORE 24 requirements 
4. Survey principals/superintendents for their perspectives on scheduling flexibility. 
 

FLEXIBILITY:   What flexibility is needed to make CORE 24 requirements work for all

• What will the system need to do to support struggling students? 

 students? 
(struggling, ELL, IB, gifted, etc.).  Flexibility might include issues such as competency-based 
credit, credit “plus” approaches” (2 requirements, 1 credit), limited credit waiver authority, credit 
retrieval, etc. 

• What models exist for evaluating competency-based student performance? 
• Are there districts that measure/assess for competency-based credit? 
• What protocols or standards are there for meeting competencies? (e.g., fluency in world language) 

(issue:  should be the same for any content area) 
• How do we make more electives available for freshmen and sophomores? 
• What are the online possibilities, particularly for small schools? 
• How do migrant kids fit into the system? 
• How do transient/mobile kids fit into the system? 
• How do ELL students fit into the system? 
• Are all schools giving English credit for ESL classes? 

 

1. Redefining basic education – look at RCWs 
General Strategies to Address Flexibility Questions 

2. Survey districts that have a competency credit and see what they are doing—maybe use 
“zoomerang” through AWSP or WSSDA, etc.   

3. Lake Stevens might have some information. 
4. The Secondary Education for Migrant Youth (SEMY) organization may be a resource for migrant 

student information. 
 
MIDDLE SCHOOL CONNECTIONS:  What issues need to be considered to determine the viability of 
satisfying some requirements in middle school, including initiating the High School & Beyond 
Plan?  

• Under what circumstances can students earn credit in middle school? (issues:  some 
districts award high school credit for middle school work; some subjects are not allowed to 
earn high school credit) 

• What districts are awarding high school credit in middle school?  How does that work? 
What models are there of middle and high school collaborations and for effective 
communication between the two levels? 

• What has to happen prior to high school to make CORE 24 work? (issues:  core understanding of 
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content, study skills, motivation to succeed, high school and beyond plan; success in CORE 24 
starts with an early opportunity for credit within a safe environment where there is no fear of 
failure—middle school students know they will get other opportunities; consideration of 
developmental issues in middle school students’ readiness for high school work) 

• How do we deal with the problem of social promotion vs. academic promotion?  What bridges 
exist between levels K-5, 6-8 and 9-12? 

 

1. Find out what the RCW’s allow or not allow for credit 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Middle School Questions 

2. Find out when students are getting credits in middle school and how those grades transfer to the 
high school. 

3. Investigate success rates of students who earn high school credit in middle school in the next level 
of the class (i.e., if they earn a credit in world language in middle school, how successful are they 
in their second year of that language in high school?) 

 
CAREER CONCENTRATION:  What should the career concentration requirement look like in 
practice, and what principles from the current occupational education requirement should it 
include? (Board intent:  Student must complete a CTE program of study or

• What is an operational definition of “career concentration?” (issues:  amount of flexibility in 
what students can choose, how CTE programs of study fit; what career concentration means to all 
kids) 

 a course sequence which 
helps a student prepare for their intended postsecondary studies or career field.) 

• How do small and rural schools make the career piece fit, especially if they don’t have teachers 
certified in CTE? 

• How does a skills center student fit into CORE 24, and how is skills center time allocated?  
• How many students/districts in the state have access to a skill center? 
• How are career concentration choices tied to the high school and beyond plan as well as to 

student learning plans? 
• What districts cross-credit/have course equivalencies, and what standards do they use? 
• How do we get kids into courses that they are passionate about earlier? (possibility of 9th and 10th 

graders taking more elective courses) 
 

1. Get a representative group to really define what this means:  principals, skill center directors, etc. 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Career Concentration Questions 

2. Edmunds/N. Thurston has career pathways laid out that could serve as examples for program 
studies outside of CTE 

3. John Aultman or Kathleen Lopp could provide CTE data 
4. Look into certification issue – it can be hard to find math/science/CTE teachers, so possibly an 

alternative road to teaching. 
5. Perhaps we have exemptions – rather than just a catch-all system. 

 
SCHEDULING:  What scheduling approaches assure sufficient opportunities for students to earn 
24 credits and

• How do we look at flexible schedules and scheduling outside of the box of the “regular” 
day? 

 meet the 150-instructional hour definition of credit established in rule? 

• How are the districts that currently require 23 or more credits doing it?  How are they 
structured?  What kinds of districts require higher numbers of credits? 

• What is a credit?  What do students earn credit for

• What are the implications of scheduling issues and negotiated agreements? 

? (issues:  consistency of meeting 
standards and accountability for what that means; comparison to how other states, countries, 
universities define credit; classroom-based assessments; instructional hours; cross-crediting; 
competency-crediting; end-of-course requirements; online; alternative settings—flex time, project-
based opportunities) 

• What do we need to know about scheduling and year-round schools? 
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1. Find out what schools that require 24 credits are doing (what does it look like, etc). 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Scheduling Questions 

2. Find data on summer schools and credit retrieval 
3. What is written in the collective bargaining agreement that directly impacts high school schedules? 

Could WEA compile some sort of database? 
 
OTHER ISSUES:  What other issues will need to be addressed? 

• Where does juvenile justice credit and national guard credit fit into CORE 24? 
• How many teachers stay over five years? 
• How can private school students do CORE 24 and still accommodate the religious electives? 

 

1. For juvenile justice credit, look at schools who already utilize that information. 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Other Issues 

2. Talk to private schools to see how religious courses are assigned/scheduled. 
 

 
NEXT STEPS 
The next scheduled meeting is April 13, 10:00-4:00, at the Puget Sound ESD in Renton.  Other meetings 
have been scheduled for May 18, August 7, September 28, and November 2.  All are scheduled at the 
Puget Sound ESD. 
 
Closing comments were provided by Steve Dal Porto, Jack Schuster, and Kathe Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
i One member of the panel mentioned that her district requires a different number of credits than the slides indicated. Kathe 
Taylor said she would look into this. 
 
ii Question: What is meant by funded/unfunded mandate? 
 
iii Who are the stakeholders that will be affected? Steve Dal Porto mentioned that we don’t have enough teacher representation, 
and that perhaps work with the WEA might be a way to go. Mark Mansell mentioned the importance of getting as many different 
perspectives as possible. State conferences might be a way to further discussion, and it might be nice to get a list of what 
conferences the ITF will be individually attending to eliminate crossover and ensure maximum coverage/discussion. Another 
panelist expressed concern that representatives from teacher preparation programs were not on the panel. 
 
iv Task members expressed concern that students were graduating without completing the required science credits. Duane Baker 
emphasized that the data only includes graduating students who received credits for their classes. A question was raised about 
how college fine arts requirements can be different than the statewide fine arts. Students are graduating without meeting the 
minimum high school requirements. A task member wanted to make sure that running start credits were reflected in the data. 
Another task member made the comment that oftentimes schools financially rely on seniors taking less than a full load. The data 
does include potentially fifth year seniors. Another question was how many English credits were provided to ELL/ESL students. 
 



 

Mary Jean Ryan, Chair  Warren T. Smith Sr., Vice Chair  Randy Dorn, Superintendent of Public Instruction  
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CORE 24 IMPLEMENTATION TASK FORCE MEETING 
MARCH 2, 2009 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

10:00-10:45  Welcome and Introductions 
 
10:45-11:25  Origins of CORE 24 
 
11:25- 12:00  What the Task Force Can Do 

• Charter 
 
12:00-12:30  Lunch  
 
12:30-1:30 Where We Are:  Current District Requirements and Students’ Course-

taking Patterns  
   Duane Baker, President, The BERC Group 
 
1:30-3:45 How We Proceed:  Organizing and Prioritizing the Work of the Task 

Force 
• Working the implementation issues formally identified by the Board:  

1)  phase-in, 2) competency-based methods of meeting credit 
requirements, 3) supporting struggling students, 4) career 
preparation/concentration, 5) scheduling approaches  

o What do we need to know about each one of these issues to 
fulfill our task of providing the Board with recommendations 
that include analyses of advantages and disadvantages? 

o Based on the list of implementation challenges identified by 
applicants, are there other critical issues you think need to 
be addressed? 

o How do we get the information to learn what we need to 
know?  

o Based on your analysis of what we need to know and how 
we need to get it—and keeping in mind there are 5 more 
meetings scheduled in 2009--what issues would you 
recommend the Task Force tackle first?  

 
3:45-4:00  Wrap-up and Future Meeting Dates 
 



Washington State 
Board of Education

Transcript Analysis

March 2, 2009



Objectives

• Develop a sense of the study

• Know the types of data that are in the 
report

• Explore two specific areas of data:
• Senior Course Taking Patterns
• Course Failure Rates



Brief Overview



Study Purpose

• Overall, to assess how well high schools are 
preparing students to succeed in 
postsecondary education, the workplace and 
citizenship.

• Specifically, to provide SBE with information 
regarding student course-taking patterns in 
relation to districts’ current graduation 
requirements and new graduation requirements 
– CORE 24 – by analyzing a sample of 
transcripts from high schools across 
Washington state.



Sampling Procedure
• Stratified Random Sample

– Districts were selected based on total enrollment for each county 
in Washington state.

– All 39 counties had at least one district selected.
– To ensure variance, we selected districts with higher math and 

science requirements, because there are fewer in the state.
– Districts requiring the minimum number of math and science 

credits were then selected using a random number array. 
– We did not include schools that OSPI identified as home-based 

schools, learning centers, special education schools, technical 
skills centers, parent partnership schools, night schools and 
schools located in justice centers. 

– After eliminating these schools from the list, we selected high 
schools using a random number array. 

– 95 schools from the original sample participated; 5 schools were 
added as replacements.



Sample

 Entire Population* 
(n = 504) 

Student Sample 
(n = 100) 

Enrollment Mean =637  
(Range = 5 – 3142) 

Mean = 787 
(Range = 26 – 3142) 

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

 



Transcript Analysis

• Transcripts (n = 14,875) were coded and analyzed to 
determine the percentage of students at each school 
meeting or exceeding minimum Higher Education 
Coordinating Board (HEC Board) college entrance 
requirements and CORE 24 requirements.

– The minimum HEC Board requirements were used because they 
provide a standard, measureable metric of comparison in 
Washington state

– College preparedness is a good measure of preparation for work 
readiness, particularly for those pursuing a certificate, 
apprenticeship or two-year college degree 

• Additional coding was added to answer all the questions 
posed by SBE.



Percent of Students Meeting Current 
HEC Board Requirements*
Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Successfully Completing 

Courses That Meet the Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington 
College Admissions Standards

48.5%
51.5%
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*For this study, minimum HEC Board requirements were used because they provide a standard, measureable metric of comparison 
in Washington state



Meeting CORE 24



Percent of Students 
Meeting CORE 24’s Four-Year College 

Requirements
Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet All CORE 24 

Requirements

16.8%

83.2%
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Percent of Students 
Meeting CORE 24 by Subject
Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet CORE 24 Requirements  

by Subject Area

86.1% 88.5%
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High School Courses by Subject

• English
– 86.4% meet CORE 24 requirements
– 78.8% meet current HEC Board requirements
– 21.2% did not meet minimum HEC Board course 

requirements
• 13.9% took fewer than 4 English credits, largely because 

districts did not require 4 credits
• 7.3% of the students took 4 credits of English, but credits 

included multiple elective English courses
– Newspaper, debate, drama as English, journalism, and silent 

reading for multiple credits
– Repeating classes for multiple credits



High School Courses by Subject

• Math
– 88.5% meet CORE 24 requirements
– 65.5% meet minimum HEC Board requirements
– 34.5% did not meet minimum HEC Board course 

requirements
– 11.5% took fewer than 3 credits of math
– 23.0% took 3 or more credits, but the courses include pre-

algebra, math support labs, segmented math, applied math, 
business math, or algebra expanded over a two year period.

» 13.4% of students took segmented math or PAS math, 
which likely increased the total number of credits students 
take in math



High School Courses by Subject

• Social Studies
– 91.9% met CORE 24 requirements
– 90.2% met minimum HEC Board requirements
– 9.8% did not meet minimum HEC Board course 

requirements
– 8.8% took fewer than 3 credits of social studies, largely 

because districts did not require 3 credits
– 1% took social studies courses that did not match HEC Board 

requirements
» E.g. basic courses taken by special education 

students



High School Courses by Subject

• Science
– 54.6% met CORE 24 requirements (3 credits with 2 

labs)
– 87.6% met minimum HEC Board course requirements 

(2 credits with 1 lab)
– 78.4% took 2 labs but fewer than 3 credits
– 12.4% did not meet minimum HEC Board course 

requirements 
– 5.9% took fewer than 2 credits of science
– 6.5% took classes that were not clearly defined as a laboratory 

or that were cross-credited with Career and Technical 
Education (CTE) courses



High School Courses by Subject

• World Language
– 69.5% met CORE 24 requirements and minimum 

HEC Board course requirements
– 30.5% did not meet minimum HEC Board course 

requirements 
• 13.3% took NO world language credits
• 4.2% took less than 1 credit of world language
• 13.0% took at least 1 credit of world language, but less than 

2 credits



High School Courses by Subject

• Fine Art
– 39.7% met CORE 24 requirements (2 fine arts 

credits)
– 91.2% met minimum HEC Board course requirements 

(1 fine arts credit)
– 8.8% did not meet minimum HEC Board course 

requirements 
• 3.9% took less than a half credit

– Generally higher achieving students had the fine arts classes 
waived.



Reform Efforts

What subject areas are 
likely to pose the greatest 

challenges? What are some 
implications to be aware of?



A Closer Look

• Senior Course Taking Patterns 
• Course Failure Rates



Senior Year



The Senior Year
Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Each Subject in Senior 

Year
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The Senior Year
Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Less Than, Equal To, or 

a Full Load of Classes
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The Senior Year

• Students taking less than a full load
– Had the fewest failed classes of the three groups
– Had the highest GPA of the three groups

• Students taking more than a full load
– 26.7% failed 2 or more classes
– 23.2% enrolled in Running Start
– Many took additional electives, particularly in the fine 

arts



Reform Efforts

What are some implications 
of the senior year course 

taking pattern data?



Course Failures



Failed Classes

• 47.3% of students failed credits throughout 
high school

• 21.0% failed two or more credits



Failed Classes
Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Failing Credits by Year
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Failed Classes

• Additional analyses from a stratified 
random sample
– Most common failed classes are in the core 

subject areas
• 35.5% failed math
• 26.4% failed English
• 25.5% failed Social Studies
• 22.4% failed science
• 10.6% foreign language
• 7.0% fine arts



Failed Classes

• Credit Retrieval
– 40.0% did not make up the class because it was an 

elective or above minimum graduation requirements 
(e.g. foreign language or pre-calculus)

– 32.3% took the class in a subsequent quarter, but 
graduated with fewer than the possible credits (e.g. 
24 possible credits, but graduated with 23).

– 9.7% repeated the class in a subsequent quarter, 
adding in a zero hour or after school class.

– 7.0% participated in summer school
– 5.5% took the class online



Reform Efforts

What are some implications 
of the failure data?



Additional Credits

• 23% of students received credit in one or 
more subject area for passing a particular 
section of the WASL
– Students usually received .25 or .50 credits in 

English, math, or science for passing a 
portion of the WASL.
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What (aside from funding) are CORE 24’s Greatest 
Implementation Challenges? 

 
• Staffing 

o Finding enough highly qualified teachers in the needed areas 
o Working through negotiation issues with local bargaining units 

• Scheduling 
o Some districts may need to restructure the school day (Do we need 6 periods? 7 

periods?  What if we have a block schedule? etc.)  
o Length of school day, and impact of changes on other school activities, busing 
o Adding more requirements to districts that have an already-full set of requirements 

• Attitudes   
o We need to change the mindset of the adults in our learning communities to understand 

that ALL

o The greatest challenge will be obtaining teacher “buy in.”  We have many teachers who 
feel that new programs are simply fads and these teachers are very slow to work with 
that new framework. 

 students can manage these requirements and that it is incumbent upon us as 
educators to create systems and practices that make such learning a reality. 

o Creating the message that CORE 24 has positives 
o Educating parents, students and teachers of why CORE 24 is needed.  Many educators 

do not see the need for increased requirements.  The old model of “sift and sort” is still 
evident.  I feel we sometimes sell students short on what they can accomplish. 

o The general public typically thinks of schools as they experience it 
o The greatest challenge will be to get the adults in the system to understand that CORE 

24 is best practice for all (not just a select group of students).   
• Support Systems for Struggling Students 

o We cannot say, “sorry” anymore to students who missed something along their 
educational path.  We must step up and provide them the means to learn their missed 
materials. 

o The system has not yet made adjustments at all levels to ensure success for ALL kids 
given the higher expectations 

o At 24 credits, there is a “no failure” expectation. 
• Facilities—specialized spaces, space allocation 
• Phase-in 

o This is a major change and challenge for districts and the implementation task force 
must work, in the words of Justice Warren, “…with all deliberate speed.” 

o Developing guidelines 
• Potential increase in dropout rates  
• Loss of local control 
• Flexibility 
• Defining the career concentration 
• Impact on alternative high schools 
• Impact on small, remote schools and districts where there is little variety of classes 

available. 



 

 

• Refining and developing new course content to meet the course requirements. 
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CORE 24 Implementation Task Force Notes – March 2, 2009 

 
ITF Task Force Attendees:  Michael Christianson, Jean Countryman, Linda Dezellem, Lynn 
Eisenhauer, Larry Francois, Lisa Hechtman, John Heley, Sergio Hernandez, Julie Kratzig, 
Bridget Lewis, Karen Madsen, Dennis Maguire, Mark Mansell, Mick Miller, Harjeet Sandhu, 
Jennifer Shaw, Sandra Sheldon, Brad Sprague,  and Michael Tolley 
 
SBE Board and Staff Members:  Steve Dal Porto and Jack Schuster (ITF Board Leads), 
Bunker Frank, Kathe Taylor (Policy Director), and Aaron Wyatt (Communications Specialist) 
 
Former SBE Member:  Linda Lamb 
 
Welcome and Introductions.  Jack Schuster, Steve Dal Porto, and Kathe Taylor opened the meeting 
with introductions. Task Force members introduced themselves. 
 
Origins of CORE 24.  Kathe Taylor introduced the role of the State Board, the evolution and philosophy 
of CORE 24, and the work that remains. Questions raised during the discussion are in the endnotes.i,ii  A 
copy of the PowerPoint presentation viewed at the meeting can be found at:  
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/CORE24ITFpresentationMarch209.pdf 
 
What the Task Force Can Do.  Steve Dal Porto introduced the charter for the CORE 24 ITF, 
emphasizing that this is not purely an academic group, nor a rubber stamp group for the State Board. 
Rather, the ITF represents a diverse and experienced group of stakeholders who can advise SBE on 
strategies needed to implement the requirements. This will include a proposed implementation schedule, 
ways to operationalize competency-based methods of meeting graduating requirements, ways to assist 
students with credit retrieval, issues of phase-in, and scheduling. This process will take the ITF through 
2009 and beyond. See endnotes for questions/issues raised.iii

 
 

Where We Are:  Current District Requirements and Students’ Coursetaking Patterns.  Duane Baker, 
President of the BERC Group, Inc., presented the findings of a transcript study the BERC Group 
conducted for the SBE.  Copies of the transcript study were distributed to the ITF members and can be 
accessed on the SBE Web Site at:  
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/SBETranscriptStudy2008_FINAL.pdf.  Since the transcript study was 
conceptualized before CORE 24 was adopted, Baker added information about the percentage of students 
in the sample of almost 15,000 2008 graduates who would have met CORE 24 requirements overall, and 
the percentage of students who would have met CORE 24 requirements by subject area.  Baker’s 
presentation can be accessed on the SBE Web Site at: 
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/BERCTranscriptStudyPresentationtoITF3-2-09.pdf.  Task members 
discussed specific information pertaining to failure rates and senior year coursetaking patterns.  Some of 
the questions raised are in the endnotes.iv

 
 

How We Proceed.  Kathe Taylor led a large group discussion that covered six different components of 
CORE 24 (i.e. phase in, scheduling, flexibility, career concentration, middle school connections and a 
catch-all category of other issues).  In response to the question, “What would you need to know about 
each one of these issues to provide the Board with well-analyzed recommendations?” the large group 

http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/CORE24ITFpresentationMarch209.pdf�
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/SBETranscriptStudy2008_FINAL.pdf�
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/BERCTranscriptStudyPresentationtoITF3-2-09.pdf�
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brainstormed a list of relevant questions.  Small groups honed in on each issue to suggest strategies for 
getting the needed information, then participants “dotted” issues that could be considered as topics for the 
next Task Force Meeting.  A synopsis of each issue follows.  Questions in bold received the most dots. 
 
PHASE-IN:  What is the optimal strategy for phasing in the CORE 24 requirements?   

• Where are districts, as a whole, closest to meeting CORE 24 requirements, and how can we 
use that information to begin designing a phase-in strategy? 

• What is our capacity for math, science, arts, world language, and CTE teachers, and what 
needs to be done to increase capacity? 

• What facilities do we need for upper level science labs, CTE classrooms, and arts classrooms? 
• In what ways do we need to consider collective bargaining agreements as a component of phase-

in? 
• Money and phase-in have to be in sync! Budgeting and premium pay is key. 

 

1. Use the transcript study to find out what schools are closest to CORE 24 and use them as a model 
General Strategies to Address Phase-in Questions 

2. Get data from colleges, education departments, re: the number of teachers being trained in CORE 
areas to see if there really is an adequate number of teachers coming into the field in each area 

3. Survey to see if schools have the facilities to deal with CORE 24 requirements 
4. Survey principals/superintendents for their perspectives on scheduling flexibility. 
 

FLEXIBILITY:   What flexibility is needed to make CORE 24 requirements work for all

• What will the system need to do to support struggling students? 

 students? 
(struggling, ELL, IB, gifted, etc.).  Flexibility might include issues such as competency-based 
credit, credit “plus” approaches” (2 requirements, 1 credit), limited credit waiver authority, credit 
retrieval, etc. 

• What models exist for evaluating competency-based student performance? 
• Are there districts that measure/assess for competency-based credit? 
• What protocols or standards are there for meeting competencies? (e.g., fluency in world language) 

(issue:  should be the same for any content area) 
• How do we make more electives available for freshmen and sophomores? 
• What are the online possibilities, particularly for small schools? 
• How do migrant kids fit into the system? 
• How do transient/mobile kids fit into the system? 
• How do ELL students fit into the system? 
• Are all schools giving English credit for ESL classes? 

 

1. Redefining basic education – look at RCWs 
General Strategies to Address Flexibility Questions 

2. Survey districts that have a competency credit and see what they are doing—maybe use 
“zoomerang” through AWSP or WSSDA, etc.   

3. Lake Stevens might have some information. 
4. The Secondary Education for Migrant Youth (SEMY) organization may be a resource for migrant 

student information. 
 
MIDDLE SCHOOL CONNECTIONS:  What issues need to be considered to determine the viability of 
satisfying some requirements in middle school, including initiating the High School & Beyond 
Plan?  

• Under what circumstances can students earn credit in middle school? (issues:  some 
districts award high school credit for middle school work; some subjects are not allowed to 
earn high school credit) 

• What districts are awarding high school credit in middle school?  How does that work? 
What models are there of middle and high school collaborations and for effective 
communication between the two levels? 

• What has to happen prior to high school to make CORE 24 work? (issues:  core understanding of 
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content, study skills, motivation to succeed, high school and beyond plan; success in CORE 24 
starts with an early opportunity for credit within a safe environment where there is no fear of 
failure—middle school students know they will get other opportunities; consideration of 
developmental issues in middle school students’ readiness for high school work) 

• How do we deal with the problem of social promotion vs. academic promotion?  What bridges 
exist between levels K-5, 6-8 and 9-12? 

 

1. Find out what the RCW’s allow or not allow for credit 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Middle School Questions 

2. Find out when students are getting credits in middle school and how those grades transfer to the 
high school. 

3. Investigate success rates of students who earn high school credit in middle school in the next level 
of the class (i.e., if they earn a credit in world language in middle school, how successful are they 
in their second year of that language in high school?) 

 
CAREER CONCENTRATION:  What should the career concentration requirement look like in 
practice, and what principles from the current occupational education requirement should it 
include? (Board intent:  Student must complete a CTE program of study or

• What is an operational definition of “career concentration?” (issues:  amount of flexibility in 
what students can choose, how CTE programs of study fit; what career concentration means to all 
kids) 

 a course sequence which 
helps a student prepare for their intended postsecondary studies or career field.) 

• How do small and rural schools make the career piece fit, especially if they don’t have teachers 
certified in CTE? 

• How does a skills center student fit into CORE 24, and how is skills center time allocated?  
• How many students/districts in the state have access to a skill center? 
• How are career concentration choices tied to the high school and beyond plan as well as to 

student learning plans? 
• What districts cross-credit/have course equivalencies, and what standards do they use? 
• How do we get kids into courses that they are passionate about earlier? (possibility of 9th and 10th

 

 
graders taking more elective courses) 

1. Get a representative group to really define what this means:  principals, skill center directors, etc. 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Career Concentration Questions 

2. Edmunds/N. Thurston has career pathways laid out that could serve as examples for program 
studies outside of CTE 

3. John Aultman or Kathleen Lopp could provide CTE data 
4. Look into certification issue – it can be hard to find math/science/CTE teachers, so possibly an 

alternative road to teaching. 
5. Perhaps we have exemptions – rather than just a catch-all system. 

 
SCHEDULING:  What scheduling approaches assure sufficient opportunities for students to earn 
24 credits and

• How do we look at flexible schedules and scheduling outside of the box of the “regular” 
day? 

 meet the 150-instructional hour definition of credit established in rule? 

• How are the districts that currently require 23 or more credits doing it?  How are they 
structured?  What kinds of districts require higher numbers of credits? 

• What is a credit?  What do students earn credit for

• What are the implications of scheduling issues and negotiated agreements? 

? (issues:  consistency of meeting 
standards and accountability for what that means; comparison to how other states, countries, 
universities define credit; classroom-based assessments; instructional hours; cross-crediting; 
competency-crediting; end-of-course requirements; online; alternative settings—flex time, project-
based opportunities) 

• What do we need to know about scheduling and year-round schools? 
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1. Find out what schools that require 24 credits are doing (what does it look like, etc). 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Scheduling Questions 

2. Find data on summer schools and credit retrieval 
3. What is written in the collective bargaining agreement that directly impacts high school schedules? 

Could WEA compile some sort of database? 
 
OTHER ISSUES:  What other issues will need to be addressed? 

• Where does juvenile justice credit and national guard credit fit into CORE 24? 
• How many teachers stay over five years? 
• How can private school students do CORE 24 and still accommodate the religious electives? 

 

1. For juvenile justice credit, look at schools who already utilize that information. 
General Strategies Suggested to Address Other Issues 

2. Talk to private schools to see how religious courses are assigned/scheduled. 
 

 
NEXT STEPS 
The next scheduled meeting is April 13, 10:00-4:00, at the Puget Sound ESD in Renton.  Other meetings 
have been scheduled for May 18, August 7, September 28, and November 2.  All are scheduled at the 
Puget Sound ESD. 
 
Closing comments were provided by Steve Dal Porto, Jack Schuster, and Kathe Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
i One member of the panel mentioned that her district requires a different number of credits than the slides indicated. Kathe 
Taylor said she would look into this. 
 
ii Question: What is meant by funded/unfunded mandate? 
 
iii Who are the stakeholders that will be affected? Steve Dal Porto mentioned that we don’t have enough teacher representation, 
and that perhaps work with the WEA might be a way to go. Mark Mansell mentioned the importance of getting as many different 
perspectives as possible. State conferences might be a way to further discussion, and it might be nice to get a list of what 
conferences the ITF will be individually attending to eliminate crossover and ensure maximum coverage/discussion. Another 
panelist expressed concern that representatives from teacher preparation programs were not on the panel. 
 
iv Task members expressed concern that students were graduating without completing the required science credits. Duane Baker 
emphasized that the data only includes graduating students who received credits for their classes. A question was raised about 
how college fine arts requirements can be different than the statewide fine arts. Students are graduating without meeting the 
minimum high school requirements. A task member wanted to make sure that running start credits were reflected in the data. 
Another task member made the comment that oftentimes schools financially rely on seniors taking less than a full load. The data 
does include potentially fifth year seniors. Another question was how many English credits were provided to ELL/ESL students. 
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Executive Summary 

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



 

THE BERC GROUP 
 

Executive Summary 
Washington State and Higher Education Coordinating Board graduation requirements. This 
suggests that if CORE 24 is implemented as adopted, these are the subject areas that warrant the 
most support, particularly in staffing and materials. 
 
If the state is truly determined to establish a world-class education system, college and work 
readiness must take center stage in education policy development. College and career readiness 
must be a priority. The State Board of Education’s intention to revise high school graduation 
requirements is an essential step toward improving outcomes for students. The current study and 
existing research provide critical guideposts for improving college and career preparation for 
Washington State students.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Education pertaining to the evolving requirements for entering the workforce may be 
helpful for schools and their communities as they implement more rigorous expectations 
for students. 
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Washington State Board of Education 
Transcript Study 
 

FINAL REPORT 

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

5BPreparing Students for a Global Economy 
 
National concerns in education over the last several years have centered on whether schools are 
adequately preparing students to enter a competitive global economy. As reliance on knowledge-
based industry grows, new jobs increasingly require education beyond a high school degree. Some 
researchers estimate that by 2010 approximately two-thirds of all jobs will require a bachelor’s 
degree or at least some post-secondary education (Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003). Similarly, the 
Education Commission of the States (2005) asserts that students need at least two years of post-
secondary education to be successful in a today’s workforce. Thus, for today’s students, there is little 
difference between being “workforce ready” and “college ready”. In addition, current high school 
graduates must possess skills and knowledge to adapt rapidly to the ever-changing landscape of a 
knowledge-based economy. Although the skill sets needed for post-secondary success have changed, 
contemporary high schools look much as they did at the beginning of the 20th century, when they 
prepared students for work in an industrial economy.  
 
In addition to determining employability, college education influences income. Individuals who lack 
college education are often unable to earn a living wage, even in today’s competitive job market. 
Figure 1 displays the median yearly income for Washingtonians by education level. Recent 
information from the U.S. Census Bureau suggests that the wage gap between individuals with 
baccalaureate or advanced degrees and individuals with high school diplomas has been widening since 
the mid-1980s. In 2004, individuals with advanced degrees earned about 2.7 times what high school 
graduates earned, and individuals with baccalaureate degrees earned about 1.8 times what high 
school graduates earned (Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, Research 
Report, 2005). 



 

T H E  B E R C  G R O U P  2 

Median Income by Education Level For Washington State
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Figure 1. Median Income by Education Level for Washington State 
Note. Data collected from the U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 
5 Percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) for Washington. 
 
The disconnect between what students need for success beyond high school and what they actually 
learn in high school is illustrated by remediation rates during the first year of college. This has been 
demonstrated in Washington State. The Social and Economic Sciences Research Center (SESRC) at 
Washington State University conducted a follow-up study on Washington State’s graduating class of 
2004. Their 2006 report found that 55% of the class of 2004 attended college the first year after 
graduation. Thirty-seven percent of these college attendees required some form of remediation prior 
to entering college level courses. Students were least prepared in math, with twice as many enrolled 
in remedial math courses (32%) as compared to remedial English courses (16%).  
 
A similar report indicates that 76% of Washington State’s high school graduates enroll in college 
within two years of graduation, but many require remedial classes before admitted to credit-bearing 
courses (Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 2006). This is particularly 
evident at community and technical colleges. For example, 52% of students entering Washington’s 
community and technical colleges in 2005 required remedial classes. These needs were most 
pronounced in math. Unfortunately, remedial courses do not fully compensate for academic 
unpreparedness. A national study has shown that students taking remedial courses (particularly 
remedial reading) are more likely to drop out of college (NCES, 2004). The consequences of 
academic unpreparedness also extend beyond the individual. For example, one study estimated the 
cost of remedial education at $3.7 billion a year (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2006). In 2005, 
the estimated cost of remedial education in Washington State was $64.9 million, which included 
$17.7 million for recent high school graduates and 47.7 million for older adults entering college 
(Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 2006). 
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6BCollege Awareness, Eligibility, and Preparedness 
 
In their 2005 research review, Baker, Clay, and Gratama, asserted that college readiness is composed 
of three elements: college awareness, college eligibility, and college preparation (see Table 1). College 
awareness includes providing students and their parents with timely and accurate information about all 
aspects of attending college. College awareness is an overarching aspect of college readiness that should 
be cultivated by teachers, parents, and students throughout a student’s secondary education. College 
eligibility refers to obtaining a high school diploma and completing the courses necessary for 
admission to a particular college. College admission requirements typically include advanced level 
courses and a specified number of credits across a range of subjects. Finally, college preparation refers 
to providing students the emotional, social, and academic skills necessary for college success. These 
three elements are essential requirements for college readiness, and they must be cultivated 
throughout a student’s secondary educational program.F

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

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

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

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

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

2 

Subject 

Current Washington 
State Graduation 

Requirements 

Current Higher 
Education Coordinating 

Board Graduation 
Requirements 

CORE 24 
Graduation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

F

3
F  

 
Table 3.  
District Distributions 

County % of total student 
enrollment* 

# of districts 
allotted 

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

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

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

4
F

,
F
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F  

 
Table 5. 
Demographics of Schools in Sample 

 Entire Population* 
(n = 504) 

Student Sample 
(n = 100) 

Enrollment Mean =637  
(Range = 5 – 3142) 

Mean = 787 
(Range = 26 – 3142) 

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

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

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

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

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

 Entire Population 
(n = 1,031,846) 

Sample by School 
(n = 14,875) 

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

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

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

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

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

7
F Overall results indicate that, 

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

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

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

15BResearch Question #1A and #1B: What is the relationship between district requirements in math and 
science and the number of students who take courses that meet the minimum, public four-year 
Washington college admissions standards? 
 
To determine if the number of course credits required by a district in math and science affect the 
number of students who take and complete courses that meet the minimum, public Washington 
college admissions standards, two analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted; one for math 
and one for science. The dependent variable in both analyses was the percentage of students meeting 
college eligibility requirements and the independent variable was the number of math or science 
credits required for graduation. These analyses also controlled for free or reduced lunch status. The 
overall results for both ANCOVAs were not statistically significant for the number of math or 
science credits required for graduation. However, both ANCOVAs were statistically significant for 
free or reduced lunch status F = 19.6, p < .001 for math and F = 19.6, p < .001 for science. 
 
These analyses suggest that the number of math and science credits required for graduation does not 
have a significant impact on the percentage of students graduating eligible for admittance to a four-
year Washington college. Of the districts requiring two credits in math, 48.5% were college eligible 
compared to 47.0% in the districts requiring more than two math credits. Similarly, in districts 
requiring two science credits, 47.0% were college eligible compared to 53.3% in districts requiring 
more than two credits. These results also confirm that socioeconomic status (i.e. free or reduced 
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lunch status) has a substantial influence on whether a student graduates from high school eligible to 
attend a Washington four-year college. Figures 4 and 5 display the mean number of math and science 
credits, respectively, taken by students based on the number of credits required for graduation. The 
number of credits taken by students in math and science was greater in districts with higher credit 
requirements, but as mentioned above this did not necessarily mean these students were college 
eligible. Oftentimes, the extra credits accumulated were lower level courses, algebra 1 taken for 
two credits over two years rather than in one year, and repeated classes. 
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Figure 4. Average Number of Math Credits 2008 Graduating Students Successfully 
Complete Based on District Graduation Requirements 
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Average Number of Science Credits 2008 Graduating Students 
Successfully Complete on District Graduation Requirements
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Figure 5. Average Number of Science Credits 2008 Graduating Students Successfully 
Complete Based on District Graduation Requirements 

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

Subject Area
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Figure 6. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students NOT Meeting the Minimum, Public 
Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards in Each Subject Area 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

credit 

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

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

 
Two analyses of variance (ANOVA) were run with Level (Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3) as the 
independent variable and meeting standard on the math or science WASL as the dependent variable, 
respectively. Both ANOVAs were statistically significant for level (F = 1077, p < .001 for math and 
F = 304, p < .001 for science) suggesting that students who reach a higher level of math or science 
by their second year are more likely to pass that subject area in the WASL. 
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Figure 9. Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Standard on Math WASL by 
Level of Second Year Math CoursesF

10 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

T H E  B E R C  G R O U P  28 

Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Failing Credits by Year
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Figure 15.Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Failing Credits by Year 

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

 Credits Attempted Credits Earned Credits Required 
Mean 27.6 26.5 23.6 
Median 26.5 25.5 23.0 
Mode 24.0 24.0 22.0 

22BResearch Question #7: What courses are students taking in each subject area? 
 
Figure 16 details the mean credits students take in English, math, social studies, and science that 
align with minimum, public four-year college admission standards as defined by the HEC Board 
compared to total credits. Generally, social studies and science courses are more aligned with college 
admission standards than English and math courses.  
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Current minimum college admissions standards in English require students to take a minimum of 
four credits in English, including a minimum of three literature courses. One additional elective 
credit, such as journalism, creative writing, or English as a second language, can be counted towards 
the minimum college admissions standards. The majority of English courses taken by students were 
standard level courses (e.g. English 9) or honors courses (e.g. Honors English 9), and these courses 
meet the minimum college admissions standards. Students also had opportunities to take other 
English courses such as Shakespeare, pop literature, drama as English, journalism, and English as a 
second language. A maximum of one English elective credit was included in the minimum, public 
four-year college admissions standards category, and the remaining credits were included in the 
Total Credits category. In the majority of cases, students completed the required credits. However, 
in some cases, students repeated courses, such as drama as English and journalism multiple times, 
receiving multiple credits for these courses. When this occurred, only one credit was included in the 
minimum college admissions standards category and the remaining credits were included in the Total 
Credits category. Similarly, some students took English as a second language courses throughout high 
school, but only one credit was included in the minimum, public four-year college admissions 
category. The additional credits accumulated for these courses were included in the Total Credits 
category. This resulted in an increase in credits accumulated in the Total Credits category. 
 
In math, courses defined as Algebra 1 or above were included in the minimum, public four-year 
college admission standards category. Pre-algebra, math support labs, segmented math, and business 
math were included in the math Total Credits. This result shows that many students take additional 
support math courses. 
 
There were fewer discrepancies in the social studies and science courses. Most courses were included 
in the minimum, public four-year college admission standards category, except basic courses taken 
by special education students. In addition, courses taken multiple times for credit were given only 
one credit in the minimum college admission standards category. Finally, in science, agriculture and 
horticulture courses were sometimes cross-credited as a science credit. These credits were identified 
as a non-lab general science credit and were included in the Total Credits category.  
 
Finally, approximately 23.0% of the students received credit in one or more subject areas for passing 
a particular section of the WASL. When a school gave credit for passing this section, students usually 
received 0.25 or 0.50 credits in English, math, or science. However, at one school, the number of 
credits the students received appeared to be based upon what they needed to meet minimum district 
graduation requirements in that subject area. 
 



 

T H E  B E R C  G R O U P  30 

Types of Courses Taken by 2008 Graduating Students
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Figure 16. Types of Courses Taken by 2008 Graduating Students 

23BResearch Question #8: What percentage of honors courses (Advanced Placement, IB) are students 
taking, and in what types of districts are these courses likely to be available? 
 
Approximately 35.1% and 13.3% of students take Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate 
(AP/IB) or Running Start courses, respectively (see Figure 17). Of the students who take these 
courses, they take approximately 3.5 (2.0 median, 2.0 mode) Advanced Placement/International 
Baccalaureate courses and 8.4 (7.0 median, 1.0 mode) Running Start Courses (see Figure 18). 
 
Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate and Running Start attendance results were 
disaggregated by district size (see Figure 19). Small districts had less than 700 students in the district, 
medium districts enrolled 700 to 3000 students, and large districts enrolled more than 3000 
students. The results show that the percentage of students taking AP/IB courses increases as district 
size increases (see Figure 19). This finding may be related to the number and variety of AP/IB 
courses that larger districts are able to offer with more students opting to take at least one of these 
courses. There is less difference in the number of courses that students take. In small districts, 
students take a mean of 2.1 courses (2.0 median, 2.0 mode); in medium districts, students take a 
mean of 3.4 courses (2.0 median, 2.0 mode); and in large districts, students take a mean of 3.5 
courses (3.0 median, 2.0 mode). This results shows that a greater proportion of students in large 
districts take AP/IB courses; however, the number of courses that students take is similar. 
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The results also show that a greater proportion of students in medium (14.4%) and large (13.2%) 
districts enroll in Running Start compared to small (6.0%) districts (see Figure 19). This is likely 
because many of the small districts are located in rural areas, where it may be more difficult to access 
a community college. However, there is less difference in the number of Running Start courses that 
students take. In small districts, students take a mean of 7.9 Running Start courses (6 median, 2 
mode); in medium districts, students take a mean of 8.8 Running Start courses (7 median, 2 mode); 
and in large districts, students take a mean of 8.3 Running Start courses (7 median, 1 mode). These 
results indicate that although a greater proportion of students attending medium and large districts 
enroll in Running Start, all students take approximately the same number of courses. 
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Figure 17. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking AP/IB or Running Start 
Courses 
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Mean Number AP/IB and Running Start Courses Passed by 2008 
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Figure 18. Mean Number of AP/IB or Running Start Courses Passed by 2008 
Graduating Students 
 

Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Enrolled in Advanced 
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Figure 19. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Enrolled in Advanced 
Placement/International Baccalaureate Courses by Size of District 
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24BResearch Question #9: What differences emerge if the responses to each of these questions are cross-
referenced by gender and ethnicity? 
 
The findings in this study showed substantial differences by gender and ethnicity. Fewer males 
(44.8%) met course requirements for admission to a four-year college compared to females (51.9%) 
(see Figure 20). Similarly, fewer Black, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Hispanic students met 
the course requirements compared to Asian and White students (see Figure 21). 
 
Figures 22 and 23 show disaggregated results by subject area by gender and ethnicity. Figure 22 
shows that course-taking patterns disaggregated by gender follow the same general pattern in most 
areas. However the largest difference is in world language, where approximately 11.5% more 
females meet requirements in world language compared to males. The results by ethnicity 
demonstrate that the largest differences are in math (29.6% maximum gap) and world language 
(24.8% maximum gap) (see Figure 23). 
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Figure 20. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Courses That Meet the 
Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington College Admission Standards by Gender 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Courses That Meet the Minimum, 
Public Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards by Ethnicity
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Figure 21. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Courses That Meet the 
Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards by Ethnicity 

Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet the Minimum, Public 
Four-Year College Admission Standards for Each Subject by Gender
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Figure 22. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet the Minimum, Public Four-
Year HEC Board Course Requirements for Each Subject by Gender 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet Minimum, Public Four-
Year College Admissions Standards for Each Subject by Ethnicity
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Figure 23. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet the Minimum, Public Four-
Year HEC Board Course Requirements for Each Subject by Ethnicity 

25BCORE 24 Results 
 
The CORE 24 requirements are more stringent than current HEC Board Requirements in science 
and fine arts and are more stringent than current state requirements in English, math, and world 
language. An analysis of the 2008 graduates reveals that 16.8% of graduates met the CORE 24 
requirements (see Figure 24). Additional analyses by subject area reveal that fewer graduates met the 
CORE 24 requirements in Fine Arts, Science, and Foreign Language (see Figure 25). If CORE 24 is 
implemented as adopted, these subject areas may warrant more support to help all students meet 
these requirements. 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet All CORE 24 Requirements
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Figure 24. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet ALL CORE 24 Requirements 
 

Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet CORE 24 Requirements
 by Subject Area
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Figure 25. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet CORE 24 Requirements by 
Subject Area 
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3BCONCLUSION/DISCUSSION 
 
Education prepares students for the future in the society in which they live. Upon graduation from 
high school, our nation’s students should have the opportunity to transition smoothly into college 
and careers. For that to occur, schools must provide students with the skills and background 
necessary to make that transition. Research and forecasts pertaining to labor, industry, and the 
economy indicate that college is a prerequisite for the majority of jobs and for financial 
independence. Thus, it could be argued that all high schools need to prepare students to attend 
college if they are to earn a living wage and if our nation is to maintain a central role in the global 
economy. This includes the requisite coursework for college admittance, as well as skills associated 
with college readiness. 
 
Questions about the preparedness of Washington State high school graduates for college and career 
prompted this study. The Washington State Board of Education commissioned this research to 
determine the extent to which the state’s high schools are currently providing students the academic 
background necessary for admittance to and success in college. The study also investigated the 
relationship between the numbers of credits required and the level of courses taken by students. This 
information is critical as the State Board of Education considers revisions to state regulations around 
graduation requirements. 
 
This study examined the course-taking patterns for students of the graduating class of 2008 across 
Washington. The sample consisted of the high school seniors from 100 schools in 100 districts and 
was representative of the state’s student population. Of the 14,875 high school graduates from 2008 
accounted for in this study, 48.5% took the requisite courses for admission to a Washington four-
year college. This pattern emerged in spite of the fact that students frequently take more credits than 
needed for graduation. This suggests that the majority of students graduating from Washington State 
high schools are not eligible for college admittance by Washington State HEC Board standards 
because of specific course-taking deficiencies. Overall results indicate that while high school 
graduation requirements meet the state’s minimum for a high school diploma, they do not align with 
college admission requirements.  
 
A closer examination of the course-taking patterns of those graduates who failed to meet college 
entrance requirements revealed some important themes. Disaggregating the results by individual 
subject area, students most frequently failed to meet college preparation requirements in math 
(35%), world language (31%), and English (21%). In these three subject areas, state graduation 
requirements are lower than the Higher Education Coordinating Board graduation requirements by 
at least one credit. In addition, course-taking patterns show a lack of overall alignment between 
students’ courses and a college preparatory curriculum. Specifically, students complete college 
entrance requirements in some subject areas but not in others. 
 
These findings also call into question the relationship between the number of credits required and 
the types of course students take. Indeed, in this study, higher credit requirements did not ensure 
students completed specific course sequences necessary for college admittance. The number of math 
and science credits required for graduation did not have a significant impact on the percentage of 
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students graduating college eligible. Some students filled higher credit requirements with lower level 
courses rather than advanced courses. Conversely, in districts with lower credit requirements, some 
students took college preparatory course sequences that exceeded district requirements. Thus, 
specifying a higher number of math or science credits without specifying the levels of classes does not 
ensure that students are prepared for college. Similarly, students took on average 4.3 credits in 
English, yet 21% did not take the combination of English courses necessary for college admission. 
Math is particularly interesting because of the various ways students are granted credit: two math 
classes at once, math study lab, credit for passing WASL, etc. 
 
This study also found that there is room in students’ schedules for more stringent requirements, 
including higher numbers of credits and more advanced courses. In fact, 34% of the graduating 
seniors took less than a full load of credits. With appropriate planning and sequencing of courses 
throughout secondary school, students can advance through college preparatory course 
requirements. The results for math, in particular, reflected difficulties in planning and executing 
appropriate course sequences: although a high percentage of seniors took math, one-third did not 
meet math college eligibility requirements. It is noteworthy that students graduating in 2008 who do 
not pass the math WASL are required to take math credits in their senior year, which likely resulted 
in more students taking math in their senior. These numbers are striking, given that one-quarter of 
the students entered 9th grade high school having previously taken high school math. Taken together, 
these results suggest requirements, schedules, and/or advising do not provide the structure 
necessary for guiding students through college preparatory course sequences. 
 
Disparities in college readiness across ethnic and gender groupings also emerged. Disaggregated data 
showed the percentage of students meeting college entrance requirements across ethnic groups 
varied from 29% to 61%, with Asian and White students most prepared and Black, American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, and Hispanic students least prepared. These findings suggest that current 
approaches to academic preparation may limit access to college along ethnic lines. A smaller 
discrepancy was evident in gender, with somewhat fewer males meeting course requirements for 
admission to a four-year college compared to females.  
 
This study also shows a relationship between college eligibility and student achievement, as measured 
by performance on the Washington Assessment of Student Learning. Not surprisingly, students who 
met college entrance requirements in math and science by 10th grade were more likely to meet 
standard on the WASL in those subject areas. This suggests that participating in a college-ready 
curriculum from the 9th grade forward raises student achievement. This is an important finding when 
considering steps for closing the achievement gap. 
 
Finally, this study examined the extent that students are already meeting CORE 24 requirements. 
Findings reveal that on 17% of 2008 graduating students met the CORE 24 requirements. Students 
were least likely to meet the requirements in fine arts, science, and world languages. These are the 
areas where the credit requirements are more rigorous than current Washington State and HEC 
Board graduation requirements. This suggests that if CORE 24 is implemented as adopted, these are 
the subject areas that warrant the most support, particularly in staffing and materials. 
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If the state is truly determined to establish a world-class education system, college and work 
readiness must take center stage in education policy development. College and career readiness must 
be a priority. The State Board of Education’s intention to revise high school graduation requirements 
is an essential step toward improving outcomes for students. The current study and existing research 
provide critical guideposts for improving college and career preparation for Washington students.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Education pertaining to the evolving requirements for entering the workforce may be 
helpful for schools and their communities as they implement more rigorous expectations for 
students. 

… 
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What Makes CORE 24 Worth Implementing? 
 
 

• Higher and more consistent expectations for students 
o Raises expectations for all students –the greatest predictor of success in college and an 

eventual bachelor’s degree is the level of rigor someone had in their high school years 
o Significantly increases the rigor required to earn a diploma, entailing greater levels of 

preparation in core academic areas and a more focused and personalized educational 
experience 

o Raising the level of expectations for all students is our moral imperative. 
o CORE 24 will provide a consistent high school education for all students in Washington. 

 
• A well-rounded education that better prepares all

o Provides a framework for the expectation that all students will have the greatest 
opportunities available to them upon graduation—It’s about equity of opportunity for 
students’ learning and their subsequent success.  No doors are shut to them due to 
decisions they make in ignorance. 

 students for life after high school 

o Kids need a rigorous roadmap as they must, at graduation, be either college ready or 
have a plan for post high school training. 

o CORE 24 prepares students beyond just meeting graduation requirements.  Students 
have a career concentration as a focus which provides a reason for meaningful 
engagement in their academics that allows them to begin planning for their future career 
goals.  More important, CORE 24 prompts academic rigor for all, not just for those that 
already know that they are going to college. 

o Research tells us that the skills/knowledge necessary for students to attend college and 
or obtain meaningful employment are very similar—they need to be able to communicate 
effectively, solve problems, think critically, work collaboratively, and have a solid content 
background in multiple disciplines, including English, math, science, social studies and 
the arts. CORE 24 provides the structure that will help ensure more students graduate 
with these skills and abilities. 

o It addresses the disconnect between high school graduation requirements and four-year 
college and two-year college admission requirements. 

o Allows students opportunities to grow as a whole person—experiences in high school 
set foundations for later in life and allowing students to graduate with the minimum 
credits has done an injustice to their future. 

o Goes a long way toward insuring that the hopes we have for Washington’s graduating 
students—they they will each receive a rich and well-rounded education which fully 
prepares them to go on to college or into the workplace—are not only possible, but are 
clear and precise expectations. 

o CORE 24 creates an opportunity for districts and the State to identify and address 
curricular needs in order to provide a meaningful and quality education that prepares 
ALL students for the workforce of their choice. 

o CORE 24 will offer kids the opportunity to take a wider variety of courses, explore more 
areas of interest and prepare themselves more fully for life after high school during their 
time in our schools. 
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o CORE 24 will prepare students for their next step in a lifelong journey of learning.  CTE 
is an important pathway and CORE 24 prepares students to high levels for these non-
college pathways as well. 

o Our most pressing challenge is preparing our students for critical thinking and problem 
solving for tomorrow—in situations that do not yet exist. 

o The tracks that students may access to complete the credits are important because they 
will provide students with the ability to delve deeper in their program choices, yet it 
allows them the opportunities to move within the offerings, also. 

o CORE 24 is a great step in providing arts education access to all high school students, 
as well as indicating the importance of instruction in the arts from K-8, as well. 

o Enable all students to have a choice after graduation of attending a community, technical 
or

 

 four-year college.  It is not about which is “better,” but what “fits” the students and the 
ability to choose.  If we prepare all students for the choice of community, technical, or 
four-year university, we have not “sifted and sorted” students, but given them equal 
footing for postsecondary education or career paths. 

• Recognizes the importance of middle school 
o Starting early—I strongly believe in middle school students starting early and thinking 

about their high school experience.  This will help students transition into high school 
and future careers. 

o It is important to understand this work actually begins in middle school.  Failing to 
consider pre-high school preparation with CORE 24 implementation will miss an 
important facet of this work. 
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