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Delaware 
"New Directions for Education in Delaware" is an 

initiative to develop statewide education content 
standards and assessments. It was conceived by the 
state education superintendent, Dr. Pascal Forgione, 
when he returned to Delaware after serving as the 
director of the National Education Goals Panel in 
Washington, D.C. With the help of five district super­
intendents, Dr. Forgione constructed a five-year plan 
for developing and implementing content standards 
and related assessments. The plan was adopted by 
the Board of Education in May 1992 and was inaugu­
rated on July 1 of that year. The plan called for the 
following: 

• Setting clear standards on what Delaware 
students should know and be able to do; 

• Teaching children by participation in activities 
using real world problems; 

• Measuring students' performance by having 
them demonstrate what they have learned; 

• Holding schools accountable for students' 
progress; 

• Ensuring that all children start school ready to 
learn; 

• Creating an environment with minimal 
disruption; 

• Allowing each school district to design its 
program; and 

• Preparing students for a successful transition 
to work or to higher education. 

The plan also called for three levels of 
partnership--school partners, community partners, 
and development partners. 

To implement the reform plan, the state's 
commitment of $7 per student was leveraged with $5 
per student of existing resources from the state's 19 
local school boards for the development of standards 
and assessments. This amounted to nearly $500,000 
per year. The school boards agreed to fund the 
partnership for the following five years. 

In addition, the Business Public Education 
Council, an organization representing the state's 
business community, matched the $5 per student 
local contribution. A total of $1.7 million was raised 
for education reform. 

Four curriculum framework commissions were 
initially created for the drafting of standards in the 
areas of mathematics, science, English language arts, 
and social studies (including civics, history, geogra­
phy, and economics). The second round of commis­
sions wrote standards for the visual and performing 
arts, foreign languages, business and marketing, and 
agriculture. Each commission consisted of 45 to 48 
members and was composed of teachers from every 
school district, parents, business and community 
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leaders, higher education representatives, and 
curriculum experts. 

The curriculum commissions in mathematics, 
science, English language arts, and social studies 
worked for almost three years to draft and revise the 
standards documents. Throughout the process, they 
consulted with national and international education 
experts to decide which topics should be included in 
the standards. They also conferred with officials in 
other states undertaking similar reform efforts. 

After completing the content standards, the four 
curriculum framework commissions drafted a volume 
of classroom performance models to accompany the 
content standards. These documents contained five 
to 10 detailed lesson plans that were intended to 
show teachers how particular standards might be 
translated into instructional learning activities in the 
classroom. Unlike the Colorado task forces, the 
Delaware commissions did not make a concerted 
effort to write the standards in lay language. The 
Delaware standards were intended to be for teachers 
and curriculum professionals and to drive a school 
district's curriculum. The content standards were 
reviewed by the State Board of Education and 
formally approved in June 1995. Thereafter, work 
began on the development of new assessments 
consisting of performance-based assessments, portfo­
lios, and norm-referenced tests. 

Professional Development 
In response to Delaware teachers who expressed 

a strong desire to learn new instructional practices 
necessitated by the content standards, the Delaware 
Legislature in 1995 approved $2.5 million for profes­
sional development programs. The money was used 
to enhance the teachers' capacity to understand the 
new standards and to provide them with new teaching 
and learning strategies. As an adjunct, the Delaware 
Professional Standards Council, an independent body 
that reports to the State Board of Education, devel­
oped a plan to align teachers' standards with the 
academic content standards. The council is collabo­
rating with teacher training institutions for the 
revision of their programs so that course require­
ments will match the new content standards. 

Costs 
The total cost of developing the standards and 

assessments in Delaware was $15.5 million. 
According to the Delaware State Superintendent, the 
majority of the program's budget was spent on the 
operating expenses of the four curriculum framework 
commissions. 
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Minnesota 
Minnesota, like many other states, traditionally 

awarded a high school diploma to any student who 
completed 20.5 course credits and received a passing 
grade of at least D· in all classes. Even though the 
state had required that all students take certain 
courses (e.g., four years of English, three years of 
social studies, etc.) there was little consistency 
among schools as to what was taught in those classes 
or as to what students learned in those classes. 
Minnesota had employed the traditional seat time 
rule, which required only that students be exposed to 
certain contents for a prescribed period of time. 
There was no requirement that the student learn the 
content or even learn it at a certain level. 

In 1989, however, the Minnesota Legislative 
Assembly enacted legislation directing the then State 
Department of Education to adopt a statewide 
graduation standard, which requires students to 
demonstrate that they have mastered certain skills 
and have acquired sufficient knowledge about specific 
subjects. The enactment, known colloquially as 
Minnesota's graduation rule, contained the following 
provisions: 

• Implementation of the new graduation rule 
will start with students entering the 9th grade 
in the 1996-97 school year (i.e., those sched­
uled to graduate from high school in the year 
2000). 

• The State Board of Education may not 
prescribe the delivery system, form of instruc­
tion, or a single statewide form of assessment 
that local sites must use to meet the require­
ments contained in the rule. 

• The content of the graduation rule must differ­
entiate between minimum competencies and 
rigorous standards. 

• Assessments to measure the knowledge 
required by all students for graduation must 
be developed according to the most current 
version of professional standards for educa­
tional testing. 

• The State Board of Education must periodi­
cally review and report on the assessment 
process and student achievement with the 
expectation of raising the standards and 
expanding the high school graduation 
requirements. 

• When fully implemented, the requirements for 
high school graduation in Minnesota, 
including both basic requirements and the 
required profile of learning, must include a 
broad range of academic experience and 
accomplishment necessary to achieve the goal 
of preparing students to function effectively as 
purposeful thinkers, effective communicators, 
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self-directed learners, productive group 
participants, and responsible citizens. 

Writing the Standards 
Minnesota adopted an intricate process for 

writing its basic requirements and high level content 
standards. Initially, the State Department of Educa­
tion sponsored a series of town meetings across the 
state to give parents, teachers, and other community 
members an opportunity to identify what they 
believed students should know when they graduate 
from high school. Several of these meetings were held 
in each congressional district. They produced 
approximately 160 statements describing what 
students should learn. These statements were 
eventually condensed into five comprehensive goals, 
which guided the development of Minnesota's basic 
requirements and the 10 elements included in the 
profile of learning. 

The process of writing the high level content 
standards known as the profile of learning began in 
January 1994. A group of teachers, chosen from pilot 
sites and representing professional organizations 
across the state, met periodically in St. Paul for the 
next six months to develop content standards in each 
of 15 broad areas or elements. 

During the first two months of the process, 
teachers met by content area to write descriptions of 
the knowledge and skills required by the elements in 
their disciplines. The teachers were encouraged to 
write "big overarching statements" concerning 
required learning for as many elements as necessary 
to cover their disciplines. There were, however, two 
stipulations--the required knowledge and skills had to 
represent the heart of the discipline and the disci­
pline had to accept responsibility for instruction and 
assessment associated with the required learning. 
During this preliminary stage, teachers wrote 141 
statements which were reviewed by a group of people 
representing postsecondary education, business, and 
community interests. 

During the second stage, which lasted from April 
to May 1994, the teachers used the statements to 
construct detailed content standards. Statements 
were collapsed and combined and each became the 
first summary sentence of an individual content 
standard. The result was the creation of 60 content 
standards, with four being added later in the process. 

In July 1994, a team of administrators and 
curriculum specialists from throughout the state met 
to review the standards and draft a proposal for 
graduation requirements based on the profile of 
learning. To solicit feedback, the department issued 
the first draft of the profile of learning and accompa­
nying graduation requirements and requested 
feedback from school districts throughout the state, 
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from representatives of the state's educational 
organizations, and from the general public. A second 
series of town meetings was held. Based on the 
input, two more drafts were written. 

While the Minnesota Department of Education 
engaged in the process of reviewing and revising the 
content standards and proposed graduation require­
ments, groups of teachers working in 14 pilot sites 
across the state began the process of writing test 
specifications for the base requirements and assess­
ment packages. These test specifications included 
performance assessments drawn from the 
64 standards outlined in the profile of learning. Basic 
tests in reading and math were administered to 
students in 24 pilot sites during the 1995-96 school 
year and served as models for other schools. Schools 
that did not adopt the state-developed assessments 
had to create their own alternative set of 
assessments. 

In order to ensure that school administrators and 
teachers were well versed in the graduation rule, the 
department assigned a coordinator to each of the 
state's 11 regions. The coordinator was responsible 
for providing training and disseminating information 
to teachers and staff in local schools. In addition, the 
department allocated an assessment trainer to each 
of the 24 pilot sites experimenting with the draft 
assessments. The trainer was to help facilitate the 
implementation of the assessments. 

Costs 
The development and implementation of the new 

graduation standards was funded by $18 million in 
legislative appropriations over four years. The money 
covered the costs of developing the standards and 
funded a commission that was responsible for 
estimating the cost of implementing the new require­
ments statewide. 

South Carolina 
During the 1970s, the South Carolina Department 

of Education instituted minimum competency levels 
for students in kindergarten through grade 12. These 
reforms focused on improving students' basic skills 
and ensuring that student achievement reached 
minimum levels. By the early 1990s, many teachers, 
parents, and business leaders felt that South Carolina 
students were ready for greater challenges. When 
Barbara Stock Nielsen was elected South Carolina's 
State Superintendent of Education in 1991, she set 
about to raise academic standards and shift the 
schools' focus to high level skills. To facilitate this 
shift, she launched a multiyear effort to develop and 
adopt statewide curriculum frameworks--documents 
that communicate the core academic knowledge and 
skills all students are expected to learn. 
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South Carolina adopted a clustered approach to 
the development of curriculum frameworks. Based 
on nominations provided by professional associations 
representing teachers and curriculum experts, the 
State Superintendent of Education appointed a 
curriculum framework writing team to draft a 
curriculum framework in an assigned subject area. 
The writing team consisted of 10 to 20 individuals, all 
of whom have taught, lectured, written, or practiced 
in their respective disciplines and are knowledgeable 
in the most current thinking on learning and teaching 
in their curriculum field. Staff from the State Depart­
ment of Education provided support for each writing 
team and took care of logistics and the gathering of 
information. Each of the writing teams was also 
assisted by a professional writer who helped draft the 
documents. 

The writing teams met regularly to build 
consensus about the direction of and the major 
components of their draft frameworks. This phase 
continued from six to 24 months, depending on the 
degree of consensus that existed within a particular 
group. 

When a draft framework was completed, the 
writing team submitted it to the State Superintendent 
who forwarded it to the South Carolina Curriculum 
Review Panel. This panel consisted of 11 members 
appointed by the State Board of Education. Candi­
dates for the Curriculum Review Panel must have 
taught, lectured, written, or practiced in one of the 
academic areas slated for a curriculum framework or 
in a related education field. At least three members 
had to be full-time classroom teachers, and all 
members had to submit a statement declaring that 
they have no association with curriculum material 
providers and have no other conflicts of interest. The 
Curriculum Review Panel members could not be 
current members of a curriculum framework writing 
team or employees of the South Carolina Department 
of Education. The panel's role in the curriculum 
process was to oversee a field review, make revisions, 
and recommend adoption of the curriculum frame­
work to the State Board of Education. This was 
accomplished by the panel appointing a five-member 
subcommittee to conduct a framework field review. 
The subcommittee was to allow at least 60 days for 
public comment, with all comments required to be 
submitted in writing. Based on public input, the 
subcommittee revised the field review draft in 
collaboration with members of the framework writing 
team. The subcommittee consisted of at least two 
panel members and other specialists in the 
curriculum area under review. Again, no State 
Department of Education employee or person with a 
commercial interest in particular curriculum 
materials could serve on the subcommittee. The 
subcommittee was responsible for sending the draft 
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framework to district superintendents, principals, 
teachers, parents, students, business leaders, civic 
groups, colleges and universities, and other 
individuals who requested copies. Principals were 
asked to facilitate a school level review of each frame­
work with teachers and parents and to summarize 
their input. After the subcommittee finished its work 
the Curriculum Review Panel would recommend stat~ 
approval of the revised curriculum framework. A 
framework was considered final when the state board 
voted to adopt it. South Carolina's initial curriculum 
frameworks covered mathematics, the visual and 
performing arts, and foreign languages. The second 
round included frameworks covering standards in 
English language arts, science, and health and safety. 
The final round was reserved for social studies and 
physical education. 

Approximately 40,000 copies of the first three 
frameworks, those for mathematics, foreign 
languages, and visual and performing arts, were 
distributed to the public. Approximately 3,200 
responses were returned to the Curriculum Review 
Panel. The public's comments were then summa­
rized and incorporated into the frameworks. 

In the second stage of the review process, the 
Curriculum Review Panel conducted a series of public 
input sessions to give citizens a final opportunity to 
express their opinions. Six such sessions were held 
for each framework at locations throughout the state. 
However, generally fewer than 100 people attended 
these sessions. With few new comments to be incor­
porated, the frameworks were finalized quickly and 
two years after beginning, they were approved by the 
State Superintendent of Education and formally 
adopted by the State Board of Education. 

Costs 
Funding for the development of South Carolina's 

curriculum frameworks originally came from the State 
Department of Education's regular operating budget. 
A department spokesman stated: "We believe that 
curriculum revision is part of the Department's 
charge, so we did not get a new allocation of money 
from the legislature to do this." 

Since the effort began in 1991, there have been 
on average three writing teams working at one time 
with each team's expenses amounting to about 
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$30,000 per year. This includes travel and lodging, 
resource materials, consultants, pay for substitute 
teachers, and a professional writer for each team. 
Printing costs and costs associated with Department 
of Education staff support are not included in these 
figures. 

NORTH DAKOTA'S CURRICULAR 
FRAMEWORKS 

The Superintendent of Public Instruction has 
developed "Curriculum Frameworks" for 
mathematics, English, social studies, and science. A 
curriculum framework, according to departmental 
drafts, is designed to "serve as a bridge between the 
content standards and the classroom by providing for 
the content of the curriculum and how that content 
should be organized and presented." North Dakota 
does not have, however, standards for each grade 
level. Instead, the standards are benchmarked to 
grades 4, 8, and 12. North Dakota school districts 
are not required to use these standards. 

CONCLUSION 
Based on the experiences of other states, it 

appears articulating expectations or standards for 
public education, regardless of the terminology 
actually used, requires the development of a broad 
public consensus on what students should know and 
should be able to do when they complete high school. 
In the past, educational standard setting was limited 
to health, safety, and procedural issues, and the 
closest thing to academic standards produced by the 
states were curriculum frameworks that provided a 
basis for what should be taught at each grade level. 
The principal difference between past attempts to 
regulate education and the current focus on academic 
standards is the emphasis on student learning. 
Inherent in the development of academic standards is 
consideration of issues related to the thoroughness 
and adequacy of the teacher training programs, the 
appropriateness of existing teacher certification and 
recertification standards, school and school district 
efficiencies and economies of scale, and finally, the 
adequacy and equity of local and state resource 
allocation. 

ATTACH:! 



APPENDIX 

Fifty-fifth Legislative Assembly, State of North Dakota, begun in the 
Capitol in the City of Bismarck, on Monday, the sixth day of January, 

one thousand nine hundred and ninety-seven 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 4051 
(Senators Solberg, Christmann) 

A concurrent resolution directing the Legislative Council to study the desirability of requiring that a core 
curriculum be taught from kindergarten through grade 12; and if determined to be desirable, to 
develop a core curriculum or endorse an existing core curriculum for delivery to each North 
Dakota school child, regardless of where the child resides; and to determine the desirability and 
feasibility of requiring the state to assume all costs of delivering that core curriculum to each 
North Dakota school child. 

WHEREAS, the Constitution of North Dakota states that the Legislative Assembly is to provide 
for "the establishment and maintenance of a system of public schools which shall be open to all 
children of the state"; and 

WHEREAS, the Constitution of North Dakota states that the Legislative Assembly shall take 
"steps as may be necessary to prevent illiteracy, secure a reasonable degree of uniformity in course of 
study, and to promote industrial, scientific, and agricultural improvements"; and 

WHEREAS, the Legislative Assembly believes that each North Dakota school child should be 
challenged academically in, at the very least, the disciplines of mathematics, science, English, history, 
geography, music, art, and physical education, regardless of where in the state the child resides; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES CONCURRING THEREIN: 

That the Legislative Council study the desirability of requiring that a core curriculum be taught 
from kindergarten through grade 12; and if determined to be desirable, to develop a core curriculum or 
endorse an existing core curriculum for delivery to each North Dakota school child, regardless of where 
the child resides; and to determine the desirability and feasibility of requiring the state to assume all 
costs of delivering that core curriculum to each North Dakota school child; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Legislative Council report its findings and 
recommendations, together with any legislation required to implement the recommendations, to the 
Fifty-sixth Legislative Assembly. 

Filed March 26, 1997 


