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Hello Dr. Noor, (Jessica, could you please forward),

Thank you for your response. This is a start. But there are obvious concerns and more details are 
needed. I will outline these below. 

I will first tell you what I am finding. I have made a public records request of the largest districts 
in the state -- those with over 10,000 students -- for any local data on bullying/harassment and 
any local plans. So far, I have only received records from 3. However, I also met with Bethel 
(under 10,000) and although Eugene 4J and Springfield have not yet responded, I have a general 
understanding of what they are doing. 

I am finding a huge range of activities. 

Beaverton and Bethel are at the top with a concentrated, integrated effort in improving school 
climate -- annual surveying, trauma informed care, cultural competence, restorative practices, 
social emotional learning. Excellent efforts. However, neither have seen any reduction in rates at 
which students report being bullied or harassed. 

In my opinion, based on all of the research I have conducted, there are five key things that these 
districts such as these must add to the excellent things they are already doing: 

• Student voice/leadership and a positive social norms approach. This hurtful behavior is 
driven by student perspectives of student norms and the only ones who can influence a 
more positive understanding of actual norms is to place the kind and respectful students 
into positions of leadership. 

• Relationship skills. Sometimes this is covered in social emotional learning. But not 
sufficiently. 



• Strategies for general school staff to respond to the incidents they witness. These 
frequently are brief incidents, the target strives to show strength, and occurs when the 
teacher has to get 35 students focused on their studies. Teachers need to know the 
importance of pursuing these situations to determine whether they have truly been 
resolved. And to identify the chronic situations that should be attended to by a designated 
staff person. 

• Better strategies for the designated staff person to respond to the serious or chronic 
situations. The current approach -- as encouraged by Winston in a presentation he does (!) 
- is to determine whether the student accused of being hurtful has violated the policy and 
should be disciplined. We know this approach is totally ineffective. A concern is that 
restorative practices have been recommended -- but the current RP mechanisms are 
totally inadequate (circles and conferences). These situations need to be addressed as Tier 
II level, with a comprehensive investigation, a positive action plan for the student being 
bullied, an accountability agreement for the student who was hurtful (sometimes students 
will require both), and ongoing monitoring until all parties say things have gotten better. 

• More effectively address the concern of staff who are hurtful. And for this I also 
recommend a Tier II and III approach. At the Tier II level, the staff member enters into an 
accountability agreement and is supported to improve their skills and address bias. 

Several district are relying on PBIS. What you need to know about PBIS and bullying is that 
there is one study at an elementary level that indicates that the teachers thought there was a 
reduction on visible aggressive behavior by at risk students. However the UO PBIS folks have 
been telling everyone that their program will reduce bullying -- based on what I consider to be 
the flimiest of evidence. They are also distributing a bullying prevention program for which they 
have research evidence that in pre and post surveys, students reported a decrease in feeling safe 
and an increase in being treated disrespectfully. http://www.pbis.org/common/cms/files/
Forum12/D3_Stiller_Nese.pdf (page 6)

I am a research grinch and I have significant concerns about this. 

Further, PIS currently encourages a token reward approach. Since bullying occurs in ways where 
it is not generally detected by staff so we have to rely on students' intrinsic motivation. Ample 
research documents that token reward systems interfere with the development of intrinsic 
motivation. 

Also, often the token rewards approach is implemented in a way that results in the shaming and 
exclusion of certain students -- and therefore models relational aggression. One school I have 
seen allows students who are "good" (not tardy, homework done, good grades, no incident 
reports) to go on really fun trips to the coast, mountains. The "bad" students who stay behind are 
those who are poorer, browner, and have disabilities. These "bad" students are also the ones who 
are routinely denigrated by their peers -- the ones who are "good" and get to go on the trips. 
Also, I was at a school board meeting and heard a presentation by a middle school principal. 
After explaining MTSS, he turned to the students in the choir and asked how many were "in the 
green zone." The school has turned MTSS into an <expletive deleted> caste system! What these 
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schools are modeling is the appropriateness of excluding and denigrating students who do not 
meet certain "standards." 

So this is an issue that is going to have to be addressed. Bethel has developed an approach they 
call Culturally Responsive PBIS and they have outlawed all shaming and exclusionary behavior 
management approaches. The PBIS framework needs to be expanded to integrate all of the things 
I noted Beaverton and Bethel are doing. 

Also, both Bethel and 4J have moved away from PBIS to a more comprehensive approach 
(although 4J's is under development). Springfield is working with the UO on a PBIS 
demonstration grant -- so I am pretty sure they are implementing PBIS with significant fidelity. I 
asked for the 2015 OHT 8th grade bullying rates for all 3. Bethel and 4J were around 30%. 
Springfield was at 38%. Based on what I know about the region and the 3 districts, the dedicated 
reliance on PBIS is the only clear difference I am able to detect. There may be other reasons. 

Another large school district does not appear to be doing much of anything at all. I asked what 
might help and also mentioned that I was thinking or recommending legislation. This was the 
response:  "As much as we value efforts for legislative developments aimed at reducing bullying 
and enhancing positive school climate, schools in Oregon need stable funding that allows for 
ample staffing to maintain and enhance current service levels (eg. counselors, nurses, 
psychologists, special education caseloads, class size, etc.) and carry out all current positive 
school climate related programming.  Because the staffing infrastructure is so stressed due to 
inadequate and unstable funding, interpersonal relationships among students, staff and parents 
can quickly erode.  We all have an interest in increasing the number of adults available to 
address, interact and guide students, particularly those who a targeted by bullying or who are 
acting out as bullies."

My reading is, "We do not have enough money and so are not really doing all that much to 
address the problem." A very significant concern! 

As more insight comes in, I will report on this. I plan to name the great districts and not name the 
ones that present concerns. Although I guess I already disclosed Springfield.  

Now for some feedback on your responses and some more questions. 

On 9/25/17 1:10 PM, NOOR Salam - ODE wrote:
Hello Ms. Willard,
 
Below please find responses to the questions you posed in your emails 
sent on August 29 and 30 regarding your public records requests to the 
Oregon Department of Education.
 



Q: What team at ODE is responsible for developing plans and 
coordinating efforts to establish a positive school climate that will 
reduce bullying and harassment in Oregon schools? Who is the lead staff 
person responsible for this team?
 
A: Elliot Field (reports to Dr. Sarah Drinkwater, Assistant 
Superintendent of Student Services). Winston Cornwall deals with 
harassment based on six protected classes (race, color, national origin, 
age, religion, and disability), and Karin Moscon deals with three 
protected classes (sex, sexual orientation, and marital status).  Mr. 
Cornwall and Ms. Moscon report to Dr. Darryl Tukufu, Assistant 
Superintendent of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion.
It is imperative that there be a coordinated approach to address school climate and the reduction 
of bullying and harassment -- therefore this organizational approach is counter-productive. This 
organizational structure will clearly not achieve any effective results. 

 
Q: After the very concerning figures released in 2015 regarding the high 
level of bullying and harassment in Oregon schools and/or after the 
March 2017 board statement, what efforts were made to identify 
concerns and propose better strategies for Oregon schools to address this 
concern?
 
A: Attention to harassment is an ongoing issue and concern to the 
agency, and specifically to Ms. Moscon, Mr. Cornwall and Mr. Field.  
These employees constantly pay attention to harassment that falls within 
their respective areas of responsibility.  
It does not appear to me that any of these folks are doing anything in the way of prevention 
guidance to schools. Please correct me if I am wrong in this assessment. 

I spoke with Elliot shortly after he was hired. He told me he was a former administrative law 
judge. I tried to engage him in a discussion about bullying. My assessment was that he had no 
prior expertise, experience, or understanding of effective bullying prevention. Perhaps my 
assessment was wrong. However, my assessment was that it was doubtful that he could provide 
any strong leadership in effective bullying prevention. The prior two staff members who were in 
this position had a better understanding. 



I was sent a powerpoint that Winston does for school leaders. There was a lot that was not my 
focus. However, he did address bullying. He basically told the school leaders to follow the state 
statute to determine whether to punish a student for bullying. This ABSOLUTELY will not be 
effective in reducing bullying/harassment or responding to the situations. 

This also is not what the OCR guidance is. The OCR guidance is that schools must both 
effectively resolve the situation and take steps to correct the hostile environment that appears to 
be supporting the ongoing harassment. This Dear Colleague Letter was not even mentioned in 
his presentation, nor the other OCR regulations: https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/
letters/colleague-201010.html

Further, his presentation was focused on students with disabilities. There are two key Dear 
Colleague Letters related to this. https://www2.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/memosdcltrs/
bullyingdcl-8-20-13.pdf and https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-
bullying-201410.pdf. These require that bullying of or by students with disabilities be addressed 
in IEP or 504 meetings. Neither of these DCL nor this requirement were mentioned. 

This powerpoint was dated from a time after these DCLs were issued. Therefore, there are some 
significant concerns about what school leaders are being told about this by your staff.

 
Q: I note that to address the concerns of early learning success ODE has 
established an Early Learning Council, has engaged researchers and 
others to provide insight and assistance in this effort. What similar effort 
has been established to help Oregon schools establish a positive school 
climate and reduce bullying and harassment? If no similar effort, why 
not?
 
A: The state budget is approved on a biennial basis as opposed to an 
annual basis.   Provided below is a table for the last three biennia (6 
years) for the budget of the Early Learning Division and the Early 
Childhood Program which they administer.  The 2017-19 budget is for 
$417.9 million, of which approximately 25 percent is from Federal 
Funds targeted for child care.  The remaining budget is made up of 
mostly state General Fund.  
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Regarding your question specific to budget allocations directly targeting 
the development of a comprehensive program to improve school climate 
and reduce bullying and harassment, there is no specific allocation in the 
ODE budget that is targeted for this purpose.  However, the Department 
administers $8.2 billion of State School Funds which are distributed to 
all school districts for the operations of school administration and 
programs. Through these funds, school districts implement various 
programs, strategies, and/or initiatives that address the improvement and 
management of school culture and climate.  Essentially, each school 
district is able to use funding to address issues within its schools which 
they deem necessary and needed. 
Based on what I have seen so far, given there is no leadership or directives regarding these issues 
coming from a state level, there is a range from districts doing excellent work to those doing 
nothing. This will not result in progress for all Oregon students. 

 
Q: At this point in time, I confess that I really do not know the answer to 
this question. If a parent does contact ODE related to a concern that their 



child is being bullied or harassed, what actually happens? The reason I 
wanted to see the procedures manual is that at this point in time, I do not 
know if the perspective of the staff at ODE is to protect schools and 
districts and tell parents that if the school has rules against bullying and 
harassment and if the principal has investigated and determined this is 
not bullying or harassment or has responded by imposing sanctions, this 
is all the school is required to do or if there are actually efforts to more 
fully address the concerns--if so what these efforts include. Absent 
access to any procedures manual, it is rather difficult to determine what 
actually in happening.
 
A: The process followed by Ms. Moscon and Mr. Cornwall is: 1) the 
parent is interviewed, 2) they take particular note of the parents’ 
concerns, 3) they inform the parent of his or her options, 4) they provide 
information as needed, and 5) they follow up with the parent and/or the 
school (this may or may not impose sanctions as it depends upon their 
findings, etc.).
This description is totally inadequate. What questions do they ask? Is there a template intake 
form? How are the concerns of the parents documented? What are the options for the parents? 
What information is provided? What, if anything, do they recommend to the school? What 
standards do they apply? If they are merely applying the standards expressed in Winston's 
powerpoint, then these are inadequate. 

I asked for a procedures manual. Apparently, none exists. Given that Winston did not reference 
the 2010 DCL or any other the other OCR regulations that require both resolving the situation 
and correcting the hostile environment, it is my concern that these standards are not being 
required of schools. 

I was also told by Karin that they do not collect any aggregated data to document these calls and 
how the situations are addressed. I also asked for such reports through public records request and 
was told that such reports did not exist. You are assessing whether kindergarten students 
recognize letters -- although the research on whether this is actually associated to academic 
success or is just another measure of poverty is questionable. 

How can anyone find out what standards are being followed if no operational manual is available 
and no records are kept? How is it that any progress can be determined without even requiring 
that data be aggregated, reported, and discussed? How can insight be gained to provide better 
guidance to school leaders without even requiring that data be aggregated, reported, discussed, 
and guidance developed?



IF the focus of Karin or Winston is whether or not to impose sanctions on the school, THEN this 
clearly is not an approach that will lead to a positive resolution of the situation. Sanctions do not 
work to change the behavior of students. Nor do they change the behavior of schools.

 
Q: If no current plans are available, are there any plans currently within 
ODE to initiate a more comprehensive effort to improve school climate 
and reduce the hurtful treatment of students by other students and also 
by staff?  
 
A: We have been and are always open to suggestions for how we can do 
a better job, particularly to improve school climate and reduce the 
hurtful treatment of students by students and also by staff.  Our staff are 
vigilant and will continue to conduct themselves in this manner.
I have plenty of suggestions, thoroughly grounded in the research. However, when I tried to 
make these suggestions, I was put off. One reason for this appears to have been that there is no 
one in a leadership position of responsibility for this. You appear to have made an administrative 
decision not to have anyone at ODE providing leadership on these issues. I was then also told by 
Dr. Tukufu that my "entrepreneurial role" was apparently of concern. This was an insult. 

If 30% of Oregon 8th grade students (unfortunately, the question omitted asking about students 
with disabilities) reported being repeatedly bullied the one month prior to the OHT in 2015, how 
is it that you think these students will be able to achieve success on the formative assessments? 
How do you propose Oregon schools are going to reduce chronic absenteeism and drop-outs 
(which have multiple factors, but bullying is one key factor)? 

Members of the State Board of Education, you are ultimately responsible. If you would like 
further guidance on how ODE could take steps to improve, I would be more than happy to 
provide you with some recommendations. What is in place at this time is unacceptable and will 
not achieve the objectives that you set out in your April statement related to safe school. I have 
attached two documents that outline the concerns and positive, research-based strategies. If you 
would rather look at a slideshow that sets this insight forth, these are on my site at: http://
www.embracecivility.org/embrace-civility/

Best,

Nancy
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Sincerely,
 
Salam A. Noor
 
 

Oregon achieves . . . together!
Salam A. Noor, Ph.D.
Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction
255 Capitol Street NE | Salem, Oregon 97310
Phone (503) 947-5740
Salam.Noor@ode.state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/ode
.
 
 

-- 

mailto:Salam.Noor@ode.state.or.us
mailto:Salam.Noor@ode.state.or.us
http://www.oregon.gov/ode
http://www.oregon.gov/ode

