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cral indrusion inte Comsmon Core, however
e ﬁﬁf unhelnsiul, n’*} s ol Li;té‘”%{" @& basic
BROE 5 e @ good,

Fillicia 4. Bennett
Fprmer Reagan Adwinistration Secreiory of Eduostion
Sepiemesber 18, 20id

nave asked why 1 voted ia Fi" week not to hold Special OCBE
: 0" and November 17, Sinco thare are meny others who may have
the same question, I betieve that a written explanation is in :«.Mn

5o ot

When 1 reluctanddy voted in favor of these mesi a8 two months ago, it was on the

promise that this would be joint sifort of all bea-‘d inembers (o pr ovide 2 oram for

b ‘_nhsrs of ihe public with thoughtfa! and scholariy pe rspeciives of the Cominon Core
4t a3sist our conimukity in nnder sstand] ing the standards at 2 deaper leveal.

That promise was not kept, What I feared coms io pass. At our Board m@:tmn‘ a5t wesk
the 1—.‘*»::1 Tex Party lsader S’nﬁ'lﬁ'd he was satisfied with the org :mm.hova of the mesting and
the panelisis.  Yhis was on howr before fhe elscied membors of the Board d wgie potified

: ngdisis Trustee Willioms bod sefecied. T8 ihere v..‘s any doubt what hese
are sbout, it dizappeared when the Tes Party lemes was {HO’“‘-‘JI : the Orangs

Counly "%’. egister vesterday 28 saying, “That's s why were putting it on trial.”

i

{ibe Tea Party wants 6 hold a ;snmf"u raliy ¥ encovrags them to do se. 1t is elestion
eeson alter all. But ‘. aould not be =1f~1ri urder ihe banser of the Orangs Cownty Board
of Bducation ,nd id for by the tanpayers.

Thousands of taxpayer dollars have baen budgeted to hold what n‘--" ny considar to be
nothing but a politicat vally, As a p'u,.,tlc"! fizcal conservative, com@ ot support
spending monies on these mesiings - moaiea betier spent in the ci**s"oox“

Many of our panelisis ! bave traveled many miles 1o get here and I feal that m 5, hig ¢
time fimitations imposed by Trustee Williams 2nd not voted 1 pon by the Board, will not
nave the opportunity to ﬁ:!ly exnpress their views.
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David L. Boyd
{"{; igper 20, 2014

The pages that follow inchude my response io an editorial that Trustee Williams wrote
ard was published the Crange Coumly Register in Sepienber 2013, It was written
becanse some of my constitnents kad expressed consern after reading the editorial,

My iesponss was wiitien in Novenber 2013 9ad was thoroughly ly faoi chooked 2l the time,
I siili belisve it to be far and accurats today. (Note: in Augnist 2014 the Siate of Indiana
dic¢ withéraw from the :\:i_ nmon Core Stais Initiative but it hed not done o at the time
Williams wrote the editorial)

Lastly, #s an apparent a!!:r:m;t to detend ,m cost of uolm 13 these mestings, the OCBE
website ¢lzims the following, “Since e Jali iars Bove Beer: iner casing

! months of 2013, 4
umders cj L08R ‘?f-‘?‘-mi) b --bexs addressing ihe Foord e'ef*:m’ 2 comeerns witk the
G‘A"-‘i‘(‘i"‘ Core State Siemdords.”

i,

Uids is simply false. If anyore goss to ihs minutes of owr Board mee etings that avs posted
on our wehsite, here’s what Muy if find regarding the number of p‘,»-n"’ who spoke on
Comimon Core.

aﬁug!rst 20132 Mesting -2
*'r'?-ﬁ 3”:"&“1 2013 1\u;e‘tmg - 14
(o ctob;.; 2013 'Iennns_, - 14
e":f'\l-'ﬂ-ern’.)er Ow Meding - 6
elecamber 2013 Me:efmgz - &

sianuary 2014 hMeeting - 7
aFe?:zaru"r y 2014 I‘J*eﬂn-f - Nong
shiarch 2014 Meaiing 2

o April 2014 bes - Nons

oiay 2014 Meaeting - i
raJE e 2014 Mesting I
ajuly 20:14 Mesting

i,‘!i'

In the six months leading up io the mest ustee Willisms announced thet he
wanted these mestings to take place, there ;&e e 2 ioial of three comumenis or Common
Core,

'-wr

Only when Trusics Williams placed an fem on our A _gcuda I Augiust rezzr:img thls
meating did 2 few p :o,m, once again comment. Gver the p&:ﬂw Taly 2012-July 2014 ¢1
monha) snly 27 different individuals commented on Common Core, (An averaze of ?r'a
FP' RO Al I

Thet being .u.d, I hope thai attendess wili come away from the meoting with usef
ke

inforimation. For tl "Lt 5¢ who have a continuing irierest, please visi the OCDE websiie mr

~ .

faciwal infhnns
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Cver the past few weeks Pve re -.;x“ d 5 pumiber of commenis and questions related to the
*"iim‘ai w'"ittw by a fellow OCUBE Board mersber ang p-mh..i;.m, recenily in ihe Orange
County Regisier, (Ser Willioms: Controversy and the {onzion ,::e, pt.bnsh

spismber 24 2013). T’nn:e whom I've spoken with know thet P'm not an enthusiastic
upporter of Common Cors as it was adopted in California. 1 agres with my fellow

Rourd member, Roberi Hammond, that there was not enovgh public input in adopting the

Common Core sizadards in California

Y R "3 G

as I'll comument below, Dy

enis thai { like ang
is Dr. Williams.

> any Egjor revision to exteblisbed cumionlum there are elor
elements that { dislike. Bui I’m not a surricutum expert and neit

For ease Cu. raview I've copied Dr. Williams® seivoris! word-for-word and sdded my
vc“mnem in Boid Ralic, They aremy v comenerts glone and do noi ‘ferea*.\';iy'iz-.f..;,;.r' senl
_f the Orang, e C 5y Denarinent of Educgtion or myw 2llow Board members, 1
wili be nez.p.s.n!. It you have any quesiions or comments pleass f2el free 1o

contacl me,

‘E’I‘..’"‘v ,_'g ;--’-.,- e A e [ % o o, 1.0
Hen Willlams: Controversy and the Common Cora
Gy WEH VOLLIAME /For e Reginter

Az Gharacare implamentation is the subject of national headlines, alsa in 2014,
2n equivalent isunami will occur in Amsrica with 2 controversial national
educatic: -curr%«:ulirm arriving in our schools and clessrooms. For praciics!
pur"u:,e., ii transforms andd adversely impacts classrooms anrj r.sm')\fg—
and locally elecied schooi board members from governiy

COMMLry.

Ca'rsman( ore is g one-size-fits-

oo zs.mfe t, .,JJ e .s'*x"r fm* af of Wi
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it was paid for by tha e anrai governmeni — against feder: i*ﬁﬂ"i:&st‘
V‘:’d&hif@t&! froim establishing netional sdusaticns
curnsLiInL

While ihe Federal Deportsent of 8 dums‘s' o sm:vswis
z financial support, mcior t;aay!'yr": LA
H whao has sxgssned the faols
e (rw cus; rzi' o0 ?.!-,z.’é!s:! Hederal iws were violaisd,
pears since Common Core wos

(This 5

the s a:rwia-};r ¢
BT *af 07§ :;;‘:‘fﬂ;»,dfl

g 3{ SE ‘-

%o kewsuli o
Colifornia i
J-i.’;f iﬁ; ‘f*" cur'-r-er‘ .11::unat §1=aith cars debais, Common Core's staglthy
inistration, natio na! and state sducaiional
=;|r“’«:a a:u .,taur:a ga\vemmems kesp parents and taxpayers in 'i & dark.
(dz i @:,,:;;m‘:;*ui' aﬁ‘s ove, ] ;;, ee that Secrerento coutd Bave done & pisel
ei‘d!@c;?’t'r!? Calipn s we Common Core as it will apply ie Calif:
2 fypes of ed

Txsy

#Enls St contThuis to the oo

W““, .’r. Nalicnal Govemnors Assoc ¢gan & natiohwids dialogue to
onal acadsmic siandsrds sn iscre. withen euucﬂaiisfa:—:! accountacility,
o *i s:va» a consequencs of the pesr U8, ranking or internations) K12
L testing. ‘~'Vh‘u wage as an admirable goal and pursuit, however, is
&l achool boards and parents much anguish as this emerging and

9w gducstion parediom becomes raeality,
¥

:~.!I tive previous federsl t!.iL.CauC*ﬁ refcrm planis of the 12507s,
chool-to-Work, Thei nplement a*;am'::s the Olaf:h rqmtr»,a::
$ & resull of -m, cﬂnguﬁuuﬂn grrogance ang uf;eﬁam rature of

Wl iicials. Now, simost two decadas later, social and aducation

ssivas leamsd from i‘ aG‘ll rja‘..im stakes and are using a different approsch,
&, sllencs, In 2010, U.8. D snt of Education Sesoratary, Ame ﬁunt..-.ﬁ!.,
acknowladgad this educslion ransformation was & a “quiel revolution.”

B Fanif . e ’ b} ¥ 3 i — sond wadenn T . i YRR
(Nei exncily a b s:l’f re *a-‘-;w s LEAST iR prolassien i 1 DEIES, Lvary
£

" -

g .k..,..{,c?w! €2 e’?; & yeurs ked dlscussions oF

worksiops ou U
5 Yo """‘“ﬁ!\ adopted Common Core with fedarsl fune ding
to-the-Top" granis, Conssivaiive states such as Alaska, Nabraske,
‘!:rqrr:u— ﬁm“ Texas declined 1o adopt the sis

"mfu‘ dhar FHERE 5

n-:x-a w*—g '*,Jg’cw&

AE Op ;:\u**"'f‘r'e increased sero
gropped out under pubiic or ! ',‘
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The ﬁ'ﬁﬁ"fs'f"" L egislniure recont
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st cam siswly do wh
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3 Eare P H
saucation for Endiong isd B

il $his iype of Peview process i fe
woszid adlosw & ;:?. e to -;s!rfws.r i.u.
8 ¢t D, Wilfimras’ clnim vhat Indiar
Comraon Core is simply folse.)

tere in L&u.um.-n, Common Core was a"auptsf:‘ by the S‘a&e 2ogrd of Education

in August 2010, A main objsciion to Commoen Core g it cirsumvents the ids

and concapt of “local cont tvol.” In rea lity, an unslacted, povernor aproirited, 11-
member siaie bosrd of aducation, dacides wihou! suts’m“hvs dsbate.

Coramsorn Core was wdopizd based €2 & (IGCESS Gppreve Diemgeratic consrolled
] 2 {ow By a Reps

Local bogrds have

3 " 58 ks e
'-f-vﬂ"d'"u. é’{,!a-ecg;ft >

i iel Gf aducalion has been hijacked $ps scifically by unelected officials
holding the purss strings in Sacramanto; and in ganeral by the fadargl

rnment and netional education ciganizations.

?'amsxw

- " - 1
sfon ¥o el & .’:s:*

maslery @f & w::;cm‘é

Commen Core dismisses the idealism of local coniral of education by varents,
i'*a"f'era and gchool boards laid "m in the Morthwest Ordinancs by cur founding
fathars; it “dumbs down™ a¢ standards; and huge financial costs gz bom
av ta;«pavers to Implement a national curricuium that s & unfunded, and nas never

pean tesied or proven.

P9

d 23 'rd_ms-. 3 a& ¢
-**f*m’éﬁ w?rw jm‘-izv.aww J», e :ie.-z. ‘lt'e'as';-:sﬂ and ,na»;i

W
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Cormmeon Core uses code words | gher goademic standards, rigoroue
:~.' dthdu COLIrs ewwrl\‘ :and care:af' = ‘dir 2ss. Unforiunataly, these concents are

e. Carear skills sra really trairing fo r emry-lovel jobs and the cﬁ'ﬁﬂe—:eaﬂy
CG: 09' o, :f? tz’" tG J\‘wl"‘:f"‘-lri!‘-’ -3’3"9*’5' ather ﬂ @n & four year university acaderric

iy the deleile, undsr the guise o “E‘ICF“‘:( smnﬁam., a;;«_, caresr

raamm? s,"" eJ-'nu’m tionsd educs mrs, ilberal puiltu., al and saucation astivisis
poen '-A!-:ss! boards {o implemant unizsted progressive c.M- emic
sun m!a. 18, This hurts ouwr nation.

"""";; l:

~-~::7 educetors, aid i fargel ok COAEY

o d ) a -—
wias Foundalion |

e, Craig Eﬁ:‘r-{ Jermer Chicf Bvecutive Gfficer and Chatrmar of
SIPOrGiio prisently ¢ chorier school o;
Bator to F’”mé ican i"*;wv canses) seid ?ef"f-"ﬂ»,h?,

¥ ¥

tandards ave esserstiel for producing he
erice newds t0 remain globally compedisive,
wis volnnie affoet will haly snsure t 5t @i semdenss con
reesive !!::: :';a'Fegw-a.w c?:* %rw'ﬁz wors’.=-a,i=a:~'*: effsé:;mom ikey
ﬂ“wm*«: na guitier whare ey fve, T appioad e f::“tvs' Zist .'—'u"
us kere m..fz;v and fhe werk n?‘ the Nafiosol Gr;s:gzriwrs
A.@smmﬂm and others in sappordsng s inpovtant achicvement ®

tide to nome but a jow):

oe
5 dow ".;"';%' ed in i mmedio as “he
y a9

T 1 -
Coffege Boars

5 the SAT exem that zvery
»%Eg.% schook studess e it
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In certain states coniroversial
hays 8 :-'m«:jor role in the gr :prc

e

won Lore, Daig masé
eatfwmi gﬁugr:}.u. z,'rza,'

zie: beyond

' @Fi-;af‘yma’em e jm“ *:?3“:::#? staidlare
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governmar '—.:—‘riﬂ J@d ,.‘subu-f mm‘h pr ‘iis'_e.-
and refigious liberties and individual consoie



ira Comnen Core oply relates to f?‘?g!’t‘!é and d Muth. K
';:e:?ﬁ-;’v.?f*’seni conscience. Inn fact, Coms

L¥]

orgenigEions irclad 5 e sma .h!':‘ _; o
wincll endprsed the folim
wirt -:‘,fx, stz { L :“.oua‘m L?ii)a
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Bold to :*3:};‘3_ s gt L-}‘da-« AT FPEARG

Under (,a"n non Cor u, rugged individualisrn is diluted, group ihought ard

b g
e

parsong atlitudes are s norm sned morsl valu;-»s overtiy l2an political Is

-

{Comsman Cove en ;,v?s siges crifical dbinking s egposed LI e v ar:.;,,»sf*
This is one a,!e:he%f Jfg,f {,uﬁwﬂ Fuisz T i v.%;:?;g:@:—"i“. s wnclear wiha
Willicwer smeans by “rugpes i’?;e forg Is cerwmay defined ay '.n

{ eeonanic relations sinphes LBRE
aazm: ilress, & _,-rfrre::‘wﬁ of tise

vraciice op v.fscaai:;*

] i :
% T % - " ey e . s 3 I
inagividucl, and free competision i vesi 't erificel Giinking supperi these

zisas, only De. Williasss con cplatn bis b wj‘ shat Common

3 & o = .3 1 e -
eV specuiute how he arvived ai thoi conciision i}

-:,,P, rie ¢ -’*a .:“c' ("': »'u stendards warn Comimon Core stendaidz ars mediosre and
& oiilaren.

Tr- 2 eguegtion reform e "'iﬁe;‘;*-ﬁ.'ts:-rs aal*e"tr—*! f:f}‘:. e,
zchools and eliminating the influ £

4 20 oppuse Comsmor Cove to support parental of
c; l i al?i’l—fn—rk \‘i' 4 E:J Ei?.iﬂfa‘—’:"‘? J‘"zj o3,

Deradied information on Commaen C»f*rem i Ira: BELE GG

Jrand o the wed reent of x'..lrmr@ e
SR, c'-':’c‘f. 4 =y .rum:—“sriss:xdz‘m 1 thad aisy perss

PHSIOR a.é--‘ Comnan Core visie this web &.m ge an

:r o wehsites thas contain mww 74

[ Bifucation. Heilsvg
a?‘?f ssioial educesor for acorly
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fhe Consgrvative Case for Common Core
i it nd migleading rumors do a disserdica (o an effort

Villiam J. Berinsi
Published in the Wall Strast Joumal Saot, 10, 2014

5 the former Seoretary of Education for Prasidant Ronald Reagen, | have been

wing 13 national debais ov er Common Cors standsrds. The debate iz geting
{ bid niot shvays clearer, it's ﬁru w© gat ciarity on some things that have been badly
antl sormetmes mischievously muddisd,

rinciplas behind the Common Core. Thess educstional

Lels bagin with tha ideas and p

printiples have bdeen debated and rv.:.m over decades. Fat, we ean all agres that

fherg s 2 need for common »tmdmu
agres that there ars common and sl"arf: trudhs i i
e nold these tuths to be sef evident” as emble ’Th: i,

sesermnait in K 12 education. And Lve can gl
:0, literature and math, Think of

.

Neany ail Am;ww;u agree thal to prepare a child for civic responsibility and competiton
in e modam econamy, he or sha must be a*‘ie to read and distil cmr-r.a!%}. SEMENCAS
and must be *qu;ppaca with hasic mathsmestical skils.

When was cha
25":*':: 250 poople &0

irman of *h»« Mationgl Endowrasnt for uz. Humanitizs in the 1580s, |

31 poiitea! spociruim what 10 books svery studsnt should ba
familiar with by # ish high schoed, Almost every parsof; agresd on f.-*::-: "aﬁ:ﬁl
w.x, %8 B Bibls, Shake r’v{?9n5 , Amenice's found ”‘dua‘;',im’—“!'ll.a, the greai Americs
navel “Huskiebeny Finn * end classical works of mytihclogy and pest; ¥, ke the h.et« and

5 s
ihe Odyssay,

e sumie goes for math. Certsin sbilies—the grasp of fiactions , decimale,
perceniages, rativs end the ike-—should be the comman knowladge of al,

s the Tundamenta! idea bshind & core curriculum: preserving am o empnasizing
sential, in felds ke teratuie 2nd maih, o 2 worthwhile ex _éiﬁs.,« ltis also, by

tha way, a consarvetive idea,

Govemnors, siste aducation adminisistors anf. achers usad these principles as g guida
wWhan iy ¢ :vs\*e o,.;e. @ st of o rels i*z & ware imler presentsd o the
countiy a¢ Common Core, Forlyive siates signed up onginally. But tha process was
mrtamxm*e"’ 5} politics, and that brings us o s tha dsbata we have rnow.

in 2004 the Educaiion Depariment crasted Race v the Top grants, federal funding fc
stebes Hiat met centain edusaiional ke thmrm To rsuatw, Gidigs were required, fo
insiance, © csn*ans’rate thal @ | & BoENon, hsgs -auality sal of gtandards.
Cosamon Core standerds gatistiad .he ertedia,

Crilics ac i?ﬁ?d Prasident Obamea snd Bducation Secretary Ame Duncan of dan it
faderal money 1o encourage siates to adont the Commen Core. The & sdministralion




f have dons this. it mF'in%: 2 voluntary agreament among statss 'onk ke
imsrt, But remembar: The criginal Common

v diractive from the federal govemn
tandards wars separsie rrcm th federal govaminent, and they can bs sepevaled

L
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Fava reason o be upset by ihis faderal overeash. The Dbama

hias run oughshed over individual rights and sinte SGI’M’Eﬂgﬂ!\’ on isswe

weslih cars to climats chenge. But the fodarai i -r.uue r;n into Cornmon C ﬁmz’,
? ome and unhelplll, doss nal change 2 besic inst 1. Commen, voluniary

By ac‘c.n:!s ¢ 3 Jood, conservetiv fs podicy.

Call it Common Cers or call i something else, as Atizor za h.:fe done by reneming is
standards "Arizena's Collegs end wre'-n Ready Stendards,” bt public schools should
havs high standzrds based on & core curriculum thet is n;gwed with {asis thet are
comparanis across tines. The U.S. has several types of nalicnal exams that
assume st [east some comimion basis of knowisdge and understanding, These ex@mz——
MAEP, AP, BAT and ACT—work and mast o7 the country agress hat (hey are useiul.

o A

WWhy ihen is Common Core “"e:m--,; cuch heavy lins? Some of the criticism is legitimats,
bu rch of itis based on myths, For axample, am wdly ,Jes“ai%u Hat Comme “1(3:):@
reguired reading fist. Mot £9, Cihe rtha'ncwr seminal historicsl documents—
the ration of independancs, the preamble o the Constinution, ths Bill of R.{_ghts. ard
ncol's Sesord Inaugursl Address—ihera is no e wading list. Texibook
companies nave marketsd fisir books disinganuousiy, :.‘JL'!&IRE?HU;‘ arents 1o beilsve
that under Commen Core the govemment mandales particular textbooks, Also not tue

iiic upor tham

Tha stendards =i designed io nvite states fo take cor wolendic h

further. The standards do not prescribe what is iau:gra« in our claserooms or how it's
taught. That decision should abways reet with jacal schoo! districts and sthool bosrde

The prnsiples bshind the Common Core ofiim & great inkzliectual tradition 2nd
inharitance. We: should not allow them to be hijacked by the federal soverament or
misguided bursauciais and pofitisos,

. Bennsitis a former U.S. sscralary of education (1565-58),

Copyright ©2014 Dow Jones & Company, Ine. Al Riohts Reserved
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Kovember 17, 2014
cussis 1!; the Commeon Cors State Standards, ifs important
the standards themseives and the p “t.:'sa. t:)CJ;!a‘;
i zny, the Federal governmeni should play in public

jo—
C.J»’l

Az au elected official fo ithis non-partisan office, elicve my
resg;vansibll ties begin asd end in making de-’*iszkm* that benefii the special
students that the Crangs Couaty Department of Bducation serve.

There are seme, including one of cur panslists last month, Hugh Hew witt,
wl"(} believe the Federal go "“l’ﬂu’kl“ui has acted o l i llv in inflaencing
states to adopt the Common Core Stute Standards. That may or nray not be
the case. But that not a baitie this Board wes elecied to fight. What is
important is that Mr, Hewitt supporte the Standards th::ms-alws.

(-""

iruaseripts of the Pablic Vearing on ﬂu, Coramon Cove Stuie Landends
30ais ol Bducstion an O :

o8

I was easily re-glected this year by a 14% margin, ior is were the
Common Core .:;..a'mazds end if ouor o.im “hGlilu sue me' Fede
government. At {kat tme my constiivents made it clear jo me ihat the
vf‘;@?ﬂﬁﬁ’i "iw- ion uoe'ar 10 g0 inte the classroon, nok to attornays hired to
file lawsui t., gainst the Federal government. J intend to continue o resist
any ¢ :ch siforts.
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Testimorny of William Mcla Hum Gistinguished Professor of
Jathematics at the University of Avizona

I @m a University Distinguisned Professer of Mathematics at the University of
Arizona, My doctorata in izl h'amm ¢s is from Harvard University and I have been »
faflows at the Mathematical Scignces Resesrch Institute at Berkeley and the Institute
ior Advanced Study in Princeton. In addition to mathematics research and university
teaching, | have bean involved in ¥~12 education for 20 yaars, For my work in this
erea | owas honored 10 receive the National Science Foundstion Aweard for
Distinguished Tzaching Scholars in 2005 and the American Mathematical Saciaty’s
Award for Award for Distinguiched Public Service in 2012. 1 have come to be known
in tha mathematics and mathematics sducation comimunities as semacne who can
ba trusted to care both about the rigor of the mathematics curriculum znd about
hovr children faarn,

Wien | was asked to work on the standards ! decided to use that & rust, knowledge
'*no em’sf.ence o 1he uimost, 1 help build a world where people know, use and

24 s oice-in-a-lifetime oppoctunity to improve our childrens
lege and career, to give them the sort of mathematics education
i dasarve a..d necd in order to grospar. Our children ars no | f”s capable than the
a0 of other countries; they can meat high standards and d they deserve the
apueiunity to de so.

The theae principles on which the standards are basad: foc
o:ohemﬂce, and rigor

r,-v'

Focus meens not Lying to do evarything at once. US staindards circa 2005 were
eritis mvi as being 2 mile wide and an inch deep; the rezult of (oo many cet topics
crammed Into too many grades. The Common Core restores focus and give
teachers tie tirne to concentrate on what is rex by iImponiant 5o their studenis are
ready for the naxt grade level. For exninple, the strong focus of the standards in
eaily grades is arithmatic. Arithinetic is 2n important life sb kifl, as well as a thinking
subject and a rehearsal for alzebra in the middle aradas.

Conerence is about raking mathematics make sense. Matheratics should not seem
lite 2 sequence of disconnestad wicks, but like a story in which ideas grow naturalts
on a wellis of sound basic princinies, such as place valuz and the proper
onarations,

Fecus and conerence also imply teaching studenis to draw on what they know, snd
make connections, instead of tuming every single ihing into its own saparate topic.
Sorng importani topics in artimaetic were movan earlior than was pieviously the
case In many state standards {e.g. fiusncy with two-di git addition from Grada 3 to
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Gride 2), white others weie moved latar (division of fracticns from Grade 5 1o Grade
). Tsken as a whole, the recrgenization of topics replaces tha p ,.tn-mied—-....h
smergascoard approach of previous standards with 2 ca refully  thoughi
sequence of coursas, This reprasents = smartzning up of the curriculum.

B

As for rigor, the Comirion Core recs'vpu fuil marks for content and rigor in @ 2010

eview by the Fordham Institiie. The etandards =ali for 2 rigerous balance in what
we seek to instill in students of mathematics during the K-32 vears. Conceptuat
understanding, procedural skiil and Huency, ang applications are alt requirad by the
standards.

How de the standavds prepare students for college?
raadiness for entry-lavel,
225 as wall 3s coursas at

" collzge razdiness In the standards is
ont :.'*—beanr., coursas in mathematics at four-year colie;
two-year colleges that transfer for cradit el Tour-year colles

From the beginning we knew that this meant the high school standards would have
to have thres years of mathematics ac the level of Algebra il. But collegs readiness
and STEM readiness are two different things. Soma critics of the standards navi
coifused this difference, The mathematical demands that students face in college
sy dramaticaly depending on whather they arz pursuing 3 STEM major or not.
denis who intend 1O pursue STEM majors in coliege should Ynow what is
required. That was irue before the Common Core, and it remains true %o dav. Staies
stilf can and stil! should provida a pathway to calculus for all studerits whe are
prepared to succead on that pathway—not oniy because it is at the hear: of many
STEM fields, but also bLecause the calculus is onz of tha graatast intellectual
deveiopments in human hisiory.

The Lommon Core has every promise of incieasing the aumber of students in our
couniry who actueily attsin advanced lavels of p-'arfo;'manre. Just becausa the
Comiron Core signdards end with Algebra H, that doesn’t mean tha high achool
curriculum is supposed to end there, California, for exam pla, had calcuius standards
Lefors adopting the Comimon Core, and the state still has them nOv, as it should,
The difference in California teday is that betler stendards car help more of
Califernia’s students gain the strong foundaticn:s they need 16 succead in calculus.
On the other hand Massachussits always has and siill does leave it to local school
districis to decide whether or nat to reguirs calcuilus.

! Fordhem Institute (20 0}, The Stuic of Slate Siande d the Commion Cope—in 2010,

p. 28
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{ow the standards were wristen

Thare are many false accounts of this in zircutation oday. | myself have often besn
auoted out of convext to support these sccounts, aad |} abways try 1o set the racord
strzight when Uezarn of such instances.

The Common Cora originated in Movember 2007 with 2 maating of tha Council of
Chief State School Gfticers (CC350) in this city. For many years the staies had bean
neaing that our malhemstics curriculum was covering too many topics oo
superficially. They recognized the powsr of an agrzemant (0 share standards that
wara focused, cofiers | rigorous. fn Spring 2008 CCSSO was jninad Ly the
National Governors Association {NGA). Fourty eizht states signed & memorandum of
understanding io devalop comraon siandards in Mathematics and Ex glish Langusgs
Arts. For mathamatics, MNGA and CCSSG put together a tearmn of ahout 80
ranihematicians, teachers, educators, policy makers, and st depariment of
educaticn stafi, divided into & working group and 2 feedback group. UC Barkelay
maithematics professor Hung-Hsi Wu and Porcna tiigh school teacher Llana Cejs
wiere on the work group, and Cal Poly statistics nrofessor Roxy Feck was on the
fesdback group.

CCES0 and NGA 2iso constituied a 26 membar Validation Commistee for both the
itatnemalics and ELA standards. This commitice was nct dgicectly involved in the
work; their role was to validate tha final product. The California mambers o this
commities @ Stanford Prefessors Linds Darling-Hammond 2nd James Nallgram,
UC Berkeley Professor David Pearson, and long Beach Unifisd Srhool District

Suparintandant Christonher Sieinhauser.

Threa of us, mysell, Phil Dare, and Jason Zimba, were designated as lsad writers. The
siates ware our bosses. We started from rew material produced by the working
group andi developad periadic draits for them to review. idany states put together
teams of tsachers at cach grade level to provided detailed feedback. We glzo
recelved reviews from the feedback group, from rationa! organizations such as the
Maticnzl Councl of Tzachers of Rialhematics and the American Faderaticn of
chars, and from prorainent individuals and researchers. | remamber in particuiar
ore exhausting and exhilarating weekend with my fallow wriler Jasen Zimba
listening to teams of teathers put together by the AFT, who had maticulously res
the standards snd shared detailed comment= with us. fecky Pittars, one of those
teachers, from Floride, insisted that we insert a standard about the meaning of the
equzl sign; and we did, in Grade 1.

<~

in Maich of 2015 the standards were releasad for pubiiz review, and receivet over
15,000 puolic commients. We imade many changes large and small in response to
these comments. Three months after the public comment drzft the standards were
reizased on 2 June 2010.

Throughout, we focused not on cur oginions but on the evidencs, Cur job was to
tisten carafiily and make considered decisions in response to the evidonce, 2nd to

the amaing quantity of fesdback we received from many sources. Californiz’s
feedback was pardcuiarly usehy, znd we mada razny changes in responss to it For

L



example, they wanted us move memorizing the times table from Grade 4 to Grade
3, and we did.

Thase standards are built for American students, based on the avidence of the best
standards  this country and around the world. Ressarch on nigh performing
countries shows that their tezchers tend to focus on fewer fopics in each grade,
teach them o greater mastery, and build on them the next vear in & coherent
sequance of topics. Focus and coherencs were cors principles in the dasign of the
standards,

For years, major nationai reparis have called for us to abandon aur inile-wide, inch-
deep approach and embiace focus and coherence in school mathematics. The
siandards finally act on those reporis.

[

cvidznce and support for the standards

Research by Willlam Schmidt, a "ir‘g expert on international mathematics
performance and a avevious direcior of the U.S. TS stuu,,z fias compared the
Cominen Core State Standards to high-performing countrizs up through grade 3. The
agremment was found t¢ he high. Moreover, o state's pravious standards were a5
close a mawch 0 the kigh performing countries 23 the Common Coic State
Standards, and that includes California.

Tnis agreament is no accident. Evidence from international comparisons strongiy
informed the devslopment of the standards. The bizliozraphy of the stzndards on
op. 91-E3 lists some of the numercus studies, majer repoits, and international and
state stancards that were usad durinig tha davelopment procass.

These standards have been widely praised not just by the prasidents of every major
mathematicai sociaty In the couniry, but by clessrcom teachars. Thay know the
standards won't be easy bui they know they are the right thing for our students. To
yuote @ teacher in a mizad rurel/suburban schael district in Missouri:

¢ dear colleagues teaching n my high schogl are rio
Sorgar asking, “We never undersiood this stuff so why
should the studan"f be sxpecied 0?” ... We are recogn zmg
the difference batween students trained as robots
students wio can think, ... Elementary school tﬁ"ch‘*rs are
w;lcammw profassional dovelopmant so that fraciions
make sense to tham,

- B £,
Conciud ing remarky

The standards are an historic agreement betwasn Lie states and the 1w are also a long
cverdue promise to our childien. Bul without action the agraement i3 just empty
words, and the promise is broken. We should be standing forward today to deilver
on that promise. The road o fzithivl implarmentation of the standards s not ez sy,

“hitn/jinsnsepul cacpennters MA1/8/420 ahuirace



Tough standaras don't implement themssives; 1at &s and iocal districts.
There are many challenges ahead: improving cumiculum, preparing taachers, and
thoughtiully #nproving assessments. Shared  standards nzlp us mest thoss
chalienges. Let us take advantage of tough shared standards to give cur nation's
children a chance o learn the skills they nead in order to prosper.
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I INTRODUCTION

@ tis well accepied that American students do not do very well in mathematics when

% compared internatoraily, Since 1995 we have had regular comparisons of student
,;’é.. chievement using the Third Internationa! Matheratics and Science Study (TIMSS, since
hien renarned 0 Trends in Infernational Mathemaiics and Science Stu 1y) that regularly piaced
us in the middle of the pack. After aimost 20 yanrs of efiorts, American 44 graders have
improved by 23 points-~almost 1/4 of a standard deviation—and our 8% gradess have
improved by 17 points, about 1/6 of a standard deviation. Still, we have a lon g way to go given
that high-achizving nalions score about 100 poinis—~a full standard deviation—hi igher than we

do.

£ major thrust since the 1990s in improving our maihematics achieverent has been the effort to
move an authentic Algebra 11 course from high school and into grade 8, similar to what ! igh-
achieving countries nave been doing for 2 long tima. Tom Lovelass cites Ro:»er* Moses as an
early promoter of this idea to help disadvaniaged students from heing placed into dead-end
math courses in middie achool and Bill Clinton as the one who took the idea na a,r;mvi'de.? Inthe
tate 19805 Zalmuan Usiskin, » leading matih reformer of his tims, insisted that Algebra should be

D

the defanli &0 g:' ade course for an average Aimerican studant.? Wh?tevw the cause, ii is
undeniable that puiting an Algebra course info 8% grade became, perhag P8, the most salient

Tin the fo'u'cv‘iqg teni L will use sapitaiizad “Algebra” lo stand for the fivst half of what the National
Mathematics Advisory Panel described ss an “zuthentic algebra courss,” frequently described also as
"Aigebra 1.” Twill use the capitalized “ Algebra 2” to refer to the second half of such a course, and I
will use the lower-case “algebra” when | refer to algebra content in a generic sense.
2 Tom i.oveless, 2015 Browm Center Repovi on Awmerican Education: How Well Ave American Stiedenis
Leariing?, Breokings Institution, 2013,
hitto:/ /vovew breokings. edu/~/ media/regearch/fles/eporis /2013 /03 /18 % 20krown % 20center %201
oveless/2013% 20brovwn % 20cente: ¥ 20renori 5 20weab.pdi
? ZalmanUsiskin, Why Elernentary Algeba Con, Showld and iust Be an Eighth-Grade Conrse Jor Acerage
Studenis, Mathematics Teacher v.80 (..98 ) pp.425-4328,




feature of the effoits to reform snd strengihen American mathamatics aducaton throughout the
1990s and 2000s.

This effort is cleariy visible in the data Loveless cites: an increase from 16% of 8@ grade students
taking advancad math in 1990, to 27% in 2000 and 47% in 2011.2 California is another ex ampie of
't In 1997, it adopted mathermatics standards intended to prepare all #s students to
n Algebra 1 class in 8% grade, similar to the expectations in high-achieving countries. As a
conseguence, Californda moved from 16% of 86 2raciers taking Algebra 1 in 1999, io 32% in 2002
and 67% in 20125 But the California story differs from the national story described in Loveless's
of pushing

B

%
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report, While the national story places 2 sericus question mark on the efficac:
Algebra 1into grade §, the C awomra implementztion was more caref:l, and its resulis move
unequivocaily positive. More o this later.

The effort to put more middle school children in Algebra classes had its detractors in its early
days. Some labeled the effort as “edlucationally inspypropriate” and claimed that it unnecessaril y
“stresses children.” Others opposed it on the grounds that it would wider: the gap between
advaniaged and disadvantaged students, expressing the often-held but frequenily unvoiced

betief that students from disadvanteged backgrounds ave incapable of cadernicaliy holding

Hhefr own,

Yet deapife such opposition, the reality of an ever-increasing number of A foreign sindants
erwolling in our colleges and the economic compeiition from developing countries ~especially
the edacationally high~achieving Asian Tigers~ convinced many cof the importance of enhancin iy
the mathewmatical capabilities of American siudents. The presidential National Mathematics

Advisory Panel studied this particular issue in, perhaps, the greatest depth ever and found:

Although clear and curient interngiionel data across ¢ wide range of cmm.rms oit the timing of
algeur.n course work canmiol be localed, il is clear from TINMISS data and the work t‘f Sciusiddt ¢t i,
2002) ihe ‘11 Ienis in the A+ cousitrics study Alechr us weli as Geometsv in Grades 7und 8,

J o L4

=Sl

A scavdi of ihe Literature produced six shudies il mel the Panel's desigr criierin and included

Algebra or maiheinatics nchicvesicnt as an ovicome ...

1i is imiporiani to woic thai these six studies drew on four nationel datg sets. ... The consi istency
of their findings is striking. The siudies by Mu and olhcrs pmmd« semie evidenice that iheve are
lerig-term bcneﬁés Jor Grade 7 or 8 studenis with the requisite mnthenmaiical background for

algetin if they con lake an wuthentic Algebra coursc in Grade 7 or 8: higher mathematics
nericvemcat in high school and the oprr,tm iy o take advanced minthematics course work in
Grade i1 or 12,

i Loveless (2013), Telle 3-1.
5 California STAR {School Testing Aud R :=p.m. g) data. The 2013 data refess to students taking

Algebra 1 by grade 8 rather than only in grade 8. hitu://star.ode.ca nov
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- research evidence, as weil as the expericice of olhey counivies, supportz the value of prepaving
7 higher percentuge of siudents thon ihe LLS, docs at piesent lo complete an A lé&ut’ I course oF
its cqu zzm’vrt by Grade 7 or 8, and of providing such course work in Grade 7 or 8.6

These findings waie reflected in one of the Panel’s key recommendatons:
& b/

All schoaf districts snould ensure that all prepared students have access io an eithertic algebra
coitise ~daid should prepare more studenis than af present o envoll i such e course by Grade 8.7

Indeed, this understanding of the importence of sarly Algebra was not imiied to the National

Mathematics Adviscry Panel. Less than a year later, in Decernber of 2603, the National

Governors Association, the Council of Chief State S chool Oificers, and Aclieve, inc., published
& seminal report, Beniclmarking for Success, which included fhis first recommendation:

Action It Upgiade stale standaris by adopting o comimon cove of inkernationally benchmaried
siandards in wafh and langige orts Jo, grades I" -12 to ensure Hint siudents are equipyed with
the necessary knowledge e id s fczlls to be globally competiting

This report calied. then, for what has sinca become known as the Cornmoen Core State
Standards. 1bwent on to daclare:

Research hes revesled striking stmifarities among the unik and science signdards in fop-
pes j‘n"’*zir;-. naitons, aleng with stark differences b tw,.e" those woild class expectations and the
standurds adopted by most LLS. siates.... By thie eigitth grade, students in lop performi rﬂg nations
ore studying alé.-.:'bm avidl geornelyy, while in the Z.Z.S. 1108t gighih-grade .;:.rg.r,,z corrses focus on

arithmeiic.?

In other words, the rallying cry for the establishment of a comumon core of conient standards in
2008 expricitly acknowledgad #hat for the U.S. to be beachunarked against to ~performing

3 8
countries, we should teach algebra in the 8% grade,

Yet when the Common Core standards were publisied a littie more thana vear later, in ihie

early sunumer of 2010, they firmly placed the fivst algebra conrse i ... high school!
¢ Foundations for Buccess: Report of the Task Group on Concapiua Knowledge and Skills, p 3-45 (o

3-47. U.S. Depariment of Bducadon, 2008,
7 Poundations for Success, The Final Report of the Mational Mathematics Advisory Panel, p. xvili 11,5,
Department of Bdacation, 2008
8 EP?.”I narking for Success: Eveuring LS, Shuicnis Reccive n World-Class Edncation, NG A, CCESD,
m&\f\, \-.00 3fe
9 Thac.
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I,  THE CALIFORNIA EXPERIENCE WiTH FARLY ALGEBRA TAKING

Many would natuzally ask whether teaching an Algebra course to all studerits is 2 reasonable
expeciation for grade 8. After all, many of us remewmber the difficaity we ourselves had wiih
algebra, Can we reasonably expect that all students can handle it?

Here is some ¢f the clearest evidence ihat we can.

The Japanese school syster consists of a six-year p r:'r':z’-’-’t-' sciool, o Hiree-year lower secondary
scrool, and 2 ilwes-yenr wpper secondsry school. The first wine gmde" are compulsory, and
arolient 1o is 09.99%. Aczo;:'mg to 1890 stutisics, 95.1% of age-group chiliven ave
eriroiled in: upper secondary school.

lavanese Grede 7 Mathemutics ¢ ,,)wna "--*ge:'s ;J:Jsit‘vﬂ aite £f*g:: iu‘r,' nusnbers, letters and
expicssions, equalions, functions and proporiions, plane fignres, and figures in space. Chapter
hgau.-':':gs e lﬂm,ru 2 Grade & Mptlempiics incivds calculats rg axpfos.ons inequalities, sysicns
of equaiions, lincur functions, parellel lines and congruent figures, parallelogras, sitniiar
Jigures, and f}rf-ahzz..g daia. lapanese ( g Mathemaiics covers sqiare 1ools, roiyicninls,
quadratic w,,rr'fw:zu, ju,,azm;a, circles, figures and niensusement, and probability and slatistice.,
The mntericl i it these ihree grades is compulsory for all studenis, 10

As is clear from the abovs, hweniy years ago 99.95% of Japansse students completed by grace 9
~vhu would be called in this counixy both an Algebra 1 and 2 Geomnetry course. Further, at least
93.1% of them completed this content successfuily, because they wers aiiowed to continue o
secondary school. This shows that teaching Algebra 1 to the whole 8% gvade cohoxt, or ie 2achiig
Algebra 1 and Geomeiry to the whole grades 8-9 cohort, is eminently possible,

\s already mentoned, in 1997 Caiiiornia adopted standards that atternpiad to prepare ali
studenis in K-7 to take an Aldgebra cluss by grade 8. Yet California realized that such a major

.;

change cannot happen overnight, and it emnhas'z&si that only “students who have mastered
foundational skills, as indicated by goed performance on the algebra readiness test, would take
algebra in the eighth grade.”1t

In the early days after 1997 only a few Califernia schools prepared most or all of their students

i
for Algebra 1 in grade 8 Figure 1 describes the situation in 2004. Tt is worth noting that among
schools that enrolled taore than 80% of students in Stgrade Axgebz a, only a single school scored
ini the “advanced” range; inost other schools ended in the “basic” or “below basic” achievement

' Prefare 1o Kindhiko Kedaira, B, Japanese Matheratics, University of Chicago School
Mathamatics Project, 1596,

U Mathematics Framework for Californda. Public Schioolg, California De parmment of Education, 2000,
D. 106
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The majority of schools enrolled kess than half of their students in Algebra by grade 3,

ranzs
o
!

and their achievament centered on the boundary between basic and proficient.12
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Figure 1

Figuie 2 describos the California situation in 2012, The conbiast is stanning: About 46% of
schools enroiled 30% or more of thelr stadents in Algebra by grada 8, with the average solidly
w2 “proficient” range. And dozens of such high-enroliing schools scored “advaaced,” in

W

contrast (o the single school in 2004,

wfict, yet the improvement is remarkable. Over the period of only
re their entire student body for Algebra by

p=4

The picture i 2012 is not ¢

eight years, mauy schoois learned how to pr
grade & and many of them inainitained thet enrollment withoet dropping the averagz school

zchievement,

2 Data for Fygures 1 & 2 cornes irom California STAR database, Chaster schools and regular public
schools withi igss than 60 studeniz in grade 8 were excluded.



2012

% of Algetra Taking by Grade 8 vs. Alsebra 1 Achievament
\., @ f &=

Califormia School-Level Data

|
;
|

-
o]

bl 9 [ IR
). Balow Rasic!
[
W

50% 80% 160% ?
szebra Takers by Grade & g

o

T

"3

3

=

=

e
il
Gou

Figire %

That was the picture re a.’\rdmg schools. Figure 3 eshows the Algebra-1-by-grade-8 taking of the
overall student cchorts iin California eince 1999, whan only 16% of the cohort tvok Algehra by
grade 8. Sincs then, the number of students taking Algebra 1 by grade 8 more than quradrigpied
t0 67%, Yet despite ihis encrmous increage, the fraction of successful studanis = gcoring
“proficient” apd “advanced” kept incraasing from 11% in 2002, the first year that zcaled scores
were available, {o over 367 in 2013, Also notable is the fact Hat there was only minimal growth
in students scoring “basic” and “below basic” over that pariod.
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Tigure 4 provides another perspective to this growth, It shows that since 2002 the number of
succassful Algebrn | grade 8 students move than tipled, from 52,900 to almost 175,006, In oiher
woids, each year Calitomia proditces over 160,000 more successful studenis in Algebra 1 by

grade 8 than it produced 3 decade ago
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One may reasonably wonder whether those large changes affected 21l groups of students
eqn.aliy, or whetbher they were concentrated in specific groups. Figure 5 tells the story. One can
easily obgerve thal while the overs!l ratic of increase in successful takers batween 2003 and 2012

183 in successtul takers from am ong varlcus

was an impressive 2.8-2.915, the incra
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Figure 5

The next question one should ask is how fhese large changes affectad the cou sse~-taking patlern
in high school. Figure € tells mauch of the story.

3 Figure 5 shows the increases both in terms of perceni-of-cohort and in terms of absolute sfudens
numbsrs, (o account for changes in cchort size and cohort composition.

Lt
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I shiows ihat the large increases in proficiency rates with Al gebra by grade 8 directly translate
ic large Increages in successiul taking of more advanced mathematics consses such s Geoma by
and Algebra 2. And, as in the case of Algebra 1, the gains of studeids from disadvaniaged
backgrounds are mvich larger than those of white students. Finally, when one compares the
nuumbers of ﬂucce‘«zsful Calcvlus AR takers (score >=3) beiween 2005 and 2012, one sees
(.amorn_a waite students growing by a factor of 1.61 while Hispanics 3 grew by 2,46 and Airican
~Americans by 1.9. Similasly, the Calevlus BC numbers ave 2.4 5 3, and 4.06 respectively.t

There are two lessons o draw from this massive dats sst. The first is thai preparation of all K-7
stadenis to ke an Ai*evi'q 1 class in grade 8 benefits the minority and disadvantaged students
the most. The -e"przmam-n. seems pretty obvicus. When grade 8 Algebra is considerad a
accelerated course, students that get the reauired acceleration ~tutori ag, home 51 p:zzar'i.-- COTne
mostly from advaniaged houscholds. Only when averyone is prepared in ¢ grades Xio 7 to reach
algebra in grade § do the disadvantaged students gei their chance to Fh:le ""he gecond jesson is
into increased sucressinl taking of

no less important: eariy Algebra-taiing ranslates directly
advanced mathematics in high school ~not enly Ceometry and 2 Algebra 2 but even Advanced
Placement Calculus AB and BC coursas,

1 Calif. AP Statz Reporis for 2003 and 2012,
hitp:/ /ressarch.collesel; oard.org/ progiame/ap/data/acchived,




HOi. MNAILP AND OTHER NATIONAL RESULTS

it was mentioned bafore that Toin Loveless has studied this issue naticnally, comparing the
reporled stal2 increases in 8% giade algebra-taking with staie NAEP results, Fiis sobering
conclusion was inconsistent with the California exparience: “Siates with rising percentages of
cighth graders taldng Algebra [, Geometry, and other advanced math classes were 1o more
likely to raise tielr NAEP scores from 2005-2011 than stales wiih declining percentages of
eighth graders in those courses.” Even worse, he found that “boosting the percentage of
students in higher level courses is associated with decreases in the mean scores of these
courseg —suggesting a wateding down effect.”

Yet the California story differs from the national story in a criticai v spect: Oniy in Califorria
have the content standards for grades -7 bean sufliclently strengthened to potentiaily allow
every student to be prepored for Algebra in 8% grade. Other states and jurisdicdons, while
atiempling o strengthen scmewhat their conient standards, have not set them at 4 level
expecting all studenis to be ready for Algebra by grade 8. Conseq uently, their efiorts to place
more students in Algebra 1 by grade § frequentiy backfired, as they were driven more by
political will than by concerns ebout studenis’ preparedness.1s

As the result, Loveless's observation does not seam to apply to Caiifornia. Where he saw a
dilution of coursa content with growing enroliment, California has not experienced that, and

the success rates on the Algebra test ~the cut scores and content have not bezn chan ged since

2002~ have centinned to rise. Similarly, increased successfid Algebia 2- and Geomelry-taking in
California, as well as its large increases in surcessful AP calculus taking, aitests furiher to the
1 and the veraciiy of increasad

uccess of Colifornia’s implementation of 8% grade Algebrn
tudent scores, When it comes to NAEP scores, California more than kept up with the nation.

L 0y

)
A

St
matheinatics scores since 2000 have risen by 21 points in grade 4 as compared (0 17 peints
nationally, and thay have risen 18 points in grade & as compared to 12 peints nationally. Ties
growih wes achieved despite demographics changes in California that would seem to make
such growtl: more difficult: Latines grew from 42% to 48%, low SHS students from 42% i E4%,

and the fraction of white siudents decreased from 35% to 25% over fhe same period.6

Acceleraiing Algebre: Evideisce from a Disirict Folicy Initintive {(Washingion, DC: Mationel Center for

Anslysis of Loagitudinal Dat: in Educetion Research, American Institutes for Research, 2012).
16 NAEP data.

15 Sze, for example, Charles T. Clotfelier, Helen F. Ladd, and Jacob L. Vigdor, The Aftermatl: of



V. COMMON CORE MATHEMATICS STANDARDS IMPLICATH ONS FOR THE
LISADVANTAGED

Despite ail the acknowladgments of the importance of aching Algebra in grade § from Robert
Moses and Zalman Usiskin, despite the similar recommendation: of the National Mathematics
Advisory Panel, and despite Common Core’s promisa in mwrking for Success report, fhe
Comunon Core sf';rmdards emerged in the susamer of 2070 with their Algebra 1 course firmly
schooll” Moreover, if one examines the totality of the Conumon Core high

Vits Bc;-.a

pianted in fhe high

schoo! standards, one sees diluted content for Geo metry and Algebra 2 courses and inzufficient

content even for a solid rigononietry courss, let alone pre-calculis. jason Zimba, one of the lead
uthors of fhe Comunon Core standards, freely ac‘zfnav-,.'ledges this fact.¥ Furihermore, a student

wito sizits an authentic Algebra 1 conree in grade 9 (or cor npletes it by the end of grade 9) is
unlikely to complete pre-calculus following the paih Cormon Cove prescribes, even if pre-

wers included i the Common Core.

calculus cont

in some sense this is mere than strange. Preparednees for STEM and inaintais ning American
competitiveness was the major rallving cvy for the s upposadly wigorons Common Core
tandards. As we have seen, cur competitors do feach thely students authentc Algebra 1 prior

w1y of themn come here o study in college that they alread iy makeupa
er, we inow that fewer than one out of six

"’

o orin grade 8, and s0 nw
majority in many graduate STEM programs. Furt
students who do not reach a pre-calenius course in his ghschool will complete a STEM degree.®

It boggles the mind that after all the rhetoric of “rigor” and “internationial competitivensss,” the
est the Common Core cffers in ten epaing American studenis for college is less than
best the C on Core cffers in terms of prep ‘merican studenis for colleg th

what has been already offered by many 5t¢:ter over the lest decade or more.

Bui the trae travesty of the Common Core is its failure to deliver on its proivive of a genuine
Algebra course in grade 8, and the devastating impact that failure is bound i have on the
achizvement of mincrilies and dicadvaniaged students. Although politicians and
adminisirators in many states g mmise to aflow “accelzration” and to ratain the & grade
have, feee are empiy promises. Few, if any, schiools will offer

Algebra courses they curvently
acceleration beyond the Cominon Core in the carly grades, because fhe nationa! Common Core

tests will assess only the gmc%edevel Common Core content at each grade in grades 3-3. As in
California in the 1960s, such acceleration will bz svarwhelmingly provided trough paid

17 Cne should not corduse an authentic Algebra 1 course with some algebraic content present in
most/all e“\“nent“ry grades. Most state standaids, as well a5 the Common Cors, bave algebra-related
cortent strands often starting frora Kindergarten, and Common Cove supporters frequenily conifuse
the two. Y A :pnrau( A of Comuon Lore mathematice contains an explicit Algebra T course
tined for the first year of high schocl.
@ S C'ur, T.‘ rcivers Feel Urgency of Common Core Standaids, The Advocats, 9/4/2013.
h‘;p /5 "-‘d(.‘”c cate.corn/i n..,me / 6C14320-1 25/ commuon-coze

STEM in Postsecondury Educetion, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES-2613-15%), Ociober
f’..GL?..

i2



tutoring by affluent famities of students attending public schools. The : biggest victims of this
reversal will be the pror and the disadvaniaged. Their familiss tend not io be able to afford the

extra-curricular tutoring.

The result? Most grade 8 Algebra 1 classas in poor schoois will soon close, when the pigeline of
%
praparad students coming out of K-7 dries up, end STEM-bound students will come almost

exciasively {rom advantaged backgrounds, whether in private or public schools. This will be
the lagacy of Common Core.

V.  CONCLUDING REMARK

The naticnal standards movement justified its emergance arguing that many y stafe standards

embody low academic expec tations, ave non-competitive in the intem .Ltsc,ﬂai markeiplace, and

place American students and the American economy st a disacvantage, It promised rigorous

and interaationally-benchimarked standards that would increase STEM preparedness of
American students and improve cur competitive posture,

Unfortunately, fhese proinises were unfulfilled when the mathematics standards emerged in
Jjune 201C. Not only have they noti improved the rigor of the high scheol curriculum, but in
many cases they have severely retarded the progress states have made over the last decade or
more. The biggest and most obvious sign of this lowering of expeciations is Common Core's
placement of an authentic Algebra 1 course in grade 9 rather than grade 8. This runs contray to
what onr internztonal comipetitors do, whai meny mathematics educition reformers have bsen
prowoung in this country for three decades, and what the national standards movement iteaif
expiicitly prernised in its 2008 manifesio Bencianarking for Success. Not onl y will 2 defayed
Algebra placement—and its generally low high school sxpactations —not increase American

high scheol STEM preparedness, it will aiso likely sharply reduce it.

But the cruelest frory of the Conunon Core mathematics is iu the huge negative impact it is
bound io have on the achisvement of minorily and disadvantaged students. Those are precisely
the students who need rigorous expectations from ca rly elemeniary grades within their vegular
curricuiwsn, as ey are logs h‘fel} et family or paid extra-curiicniar support. Massive and

from the California experiment over the last 15 years clearly demonsirates this fact,

robust dat
Yet despile its soaring rhetoric of coliege-readiness for all, the Coinmon Core has abandoned
precisely these studants,
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Picnaar Iinstituie is an indspsndent, non-partisan, privately funded researsh organizztion that seeks
toimprove the guality of iife in Massachuselis through civic discourse and ints slectuslly rigorous, data-
driven public policy solutions based on free market principlas, individual libzrty 2rd responsitility,
and the ideal of effsctive, limited and accountable govermnmeni.

PRE s o P gy 5B e
vioneors Ceniars

This paper Iz & gublication: of the Center for School Reform, which seeks (o increase the education
options available v parents and students, drive system-wide reform, and ensure accouritability
in putlic education. The Center's work huilds on Piohear’s legacy as & recognized leadzy in the
charter public schoci movement, and as a champion of greater academin rfigor in Massachusetis’
elemaniary and secondary schiools. Current initiatives promote choice snd compeiiticn, school-
based management, and enhanced acadeimic performanca in public schools.

€2 The Contor for Better Government seeks limited, accountable government by cromaoting

competitive dellvery of pubiic services, elimination of unnecessary regulation, and & focus on core
government functions. Current initiztives promote reform of how the state builds, manages, raoeirs
and finances iis transnortation assets as well g pu‘bh‘, employee benelit reform.

‘:’-’E‘lra Center for Boonomic Jpporiunity secks (0 keep Massachusetis competitive by promating a
1ealtiy business climate, transparent regu tfcn, smai susiness creation in urban areas and sound
emvironimental and development policy. Current initiatives promote market reforms to increase the

¥

supply of alfordabie housing, reduce the cost of doing business, and revitalize urban aress,

77 The Conter {or Masith Care Solutions seeks to refocus the Massachussits conversation about

health care costs away from governmeni-irmpesed interventicns, toward market-besed reforms.
Currentt inftistives unmuue driving public discourse on Medicaid; preser Ning a slrong consumer
peispective as the stale considers & dramatic sverhaul of the healih care payment procass; and
:;k:wrmrting woughtfisd! tort reforins.

Flonger Instiluie Is @ iax-exempi 801(C)3 organiration funded tarough the denations of ingilvidu ials, foundations 2nd

businssses commitled © ihe principles Floneer espouses. To ensure iis indspendernice, Flonear does not sceent

govarnment granis.
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2 Common Cove's Valldation

’%

“There Was a Crocked
There was a crogk

Kan” by Mother Goose
ced inan, and he walked a crooked mile,

He found a crooked sixpence aga inst a crooked stils;
He bought a crooked cat which caught & crooked mouse,
And they ail lived together in 4 littie crooked houge,

Source: e uo.'iz;.g,- Kinderslzy Book of Vi

srsery Rigymes (2000)

DOverview

The final version of the Comumon Cors
standards was cele “s‘@d in fune 2010. Also
reieased a2t the same time was a repoxt

conlaining ihe signaturcs of 24 members of

the Common Core Vaiidation Commiitse, a
cormittee appointed in the summer of 2:;();-
to review the various drafts of the siandards
and to assure the public that the s;'cua\'ém‘ds
in mathemstics and  English  language
aris were  researchi-bassed. rigorous. and
internationally competitive.

Fhe .,po, . howsver, did not inake it clear
tthe Validation Committes consisted of 29
n\r:rr-t...: and that five of its original members
did not sign a form attesting that Conuvon
Core’s staindards were comparabic in rigor

he staadards of the highest-p 't'ﬁ;rmiug
countries in the world, Two Validation
Cominittee membars who did sign off later
ai'r‘*'npt*a to provide svidence ic support
their sign-otfs. Buitheir tesesrch was poorly
execuied and fziled to provide evidence to
susiain ibeir claim that Cominon Cors's
standards were inlemationally competiiive
arld could piepare American high schooi

udents for coilege-leval work, Wioreover,
(.me' studies of the stundards since iheir
release have raised concerns about their rigor.

Ag the situation now stands, Common Cors’s

standards yemain unvalidaied des the
fact that over 46 staies zdopted them on
the basis of 2 promise on their Race o the
Tep (Rif ) asphcahons in 2010 thai they
would be internationally benchumarked and,
hence, rigorous. As outll
apphicsiions, these standacds were supposed

posi jocto siudiss thai sought

aed in the RuT

io be “supported by evidence that ihey are
internationally bencfunarked.” But they were
aot. This paper sxplains the probleins in the
to validate
the concerns

Common Core’s standareds and
raised by the othev siudics.

Backgroand

In December 2008, the Maiiounal Governors

Association (NGA) in partoership with
the Councii of Chief Ztaie School Officers
(C "“”") and  Achieve Inc. wpublished
Renchmarking jor Success, a report whose
mamxezommmdation cailed for © -"fov":';"g'a
corunon core of internationally benchmarked
standavds in math and language arts jor
grades K-12 ic ensure .7 it studernls are
quipped with the vecessary knowledye cnd
sKille o be globally compeiitive.’ }:,.!aboi.-. ing
on the need for national standards, the report
promised “lo provide fo states o roadmap jor
benchriovking thefr K-12 education sysiems

{0 tnose of lop-performing naticns.” T went
ca at soime length {o describe what students
in high-achieving countries are doing:

!7

By ihe eighth grade, studenis in top-

perjorming nations are studying algebra
ara’ gecn:elry, wm. in the U.S., most

il math couvses Jocus on
arithmetic. In science, American *’g..;.'f-
graders are memoricing the parts of the
eye, while studeris in lop-performing
neations ore learning about how the eye
acivally works &y capturiag photoms
thai ore transiated i'?ftc) "magev by the
brain. In jact, :e cerricslum sivdied
ican elgnin-grader
is iwo fidl yeors bahind the curriculin




being siudied by eighih-graders in

:::-5/;3)6."_‘,"0!?”?’!"2:"?{‘; countries.

in September 2069, the Coramon Core Stats

Siandards Initiative {CCSSI)! issued the frst

arafl of its Carser- and College-Readiness
(CCRS) i mathematics and

Standards
Erglish langnage arts (ELA).2 The standards
documentis were criticized for their definition
of career and college readiness; their
exeranlars: the asseiuption thai both carcer
and fc}'ege readiness can be satisfied by the

ssme sat of standards; 2ad the non-iransparent
process s which they were developed.

Tor example,

(1} Collegs readiness was sei at ihe level of
Algebra 1 in mathematics.

(2) The cxempiars for the matheinatics

standards, provided in only four of
i1 domains, ware unswvitable for
{eaching puiposs:

{2} Doubts were e'a'}'-i'essec?i by twe major
experts on career reediness, Michael
Kizst of Stanford University and Paul
Barton of Educational TJSEuxg Service,
that the same standards can serve
to prepars students for both college
and carger.*

(4) No recoids are available (o show
wiyy members of the various CCSSI
conunifiecs were chosen or what
their relevani cradentials were. The
Stat Development Woik Group
was composed chiefly of staff members
of or comsuliants 1o Achieve, Inc.,
Mational Center on Education and the
Economy (WCEE), and the ta 'o msjor
collcge testing companies (C licg‘

Board and Arerican College Testing,
or ACTYS

idards

CCESY later included educator
commiiice, coniro! of ths

A lthuug,h
on s review

Plonser institute for BPublic Peilcy Rosearch

standards siayed in the hands of the actual
standards-writers: Williazn MeCallum, Jason
Zimba, and Phil Daro® in matheinatics, and
David Celeman and Sue Pimentel in English
language arts/reading.”

In July 2069, CCSSI announced the members
of a Validaiion Commitice (VC) whose
purposs was to:

* Review the standard-writing proeess

« Basere  that  the standards  were
internationally benchmarked:
Eisure that the standards were research-
based; and

.

* Add missinp" standards if they were
needed and could be jusiified.

Biembership 2ad Prrpose of the
WYalidation Commitiee
Mosi of the 29 members of the VT had
dOCtOi"d'fs"S in educaiion. Several had no
cetoratss. Two bad doctoraies in psychoicgy.
\.)u"' one had s doclorate in mathermatics.
Mone had a dccwrate in English literature or
language. Only & cominiitee members
had had more thaq a casual experience in
wiiting educational standards: R. James
Miigram  (inathematics), Sendra Stotsky
{ELA), end Dorothy Strickland (early
cn-hnuof"). In additicn, both Milgram and
Stoisky had worked on or reviewed standards
in many states, Given that ali 50 states have
tiad standards for 2 decade or more and
that ihere iz & pool of experienced people
wito heve wrilten standards i mw
or ELA, it is not clear why so few w
the VC.

inMay 2610, CCSSTasked the VT to approve
ior lr;-xl" the Common Corc siandards
testing that they were:

1} Reflective of the core knowiedge and
siitls in ELA and mathematics hat
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students nezed to be college-and career-
ready

2} Appropria‘ie ic: terms of their level of
clarity and specificity

3) Comparaole to the expectations of other
ieading nations

4) Informed by available reseacch or
gvidence

5) The result of processes that reflect bost
practices for standards development

6) A soid starting point for adoption of
cioss-state common core standards

7} A sound basis or eventoal development
of standards-based assessmenis

S’Lirpli“iﬂ""!y <4 out of the 29 VC members
agread that both sets of siznderds met the
Commitiee’s chargs. The official repoit on
the VC does not indicaie that some membeis
did not agree. Nor did the repori refer to their
grounds for disagresment.” Three dissenting
vicws are available, and 1 quote from
them below,

¥rom R. James Milgram:
Withrespactio the standards” appropriaiencss
interms ofthelr level of clarity and specificity:

“I  conclude hat hey  ave,  bur
“appropriate” needs fo be clurified. The

standaras ore not ot the level of thiose of

the higi-achieving countries or the top
sinie mathemaiics standords — including
?ﬁ[rfomm, Minnesota, Indicra, and
Maossochusents. Moveover this difference
inlevel iy signi f cant, being gpproximetely
1 - 2vears ot ihe end of ciehih grade.”

With respect to the standards’ comparability

i the expeciations of other leading nalicns:
“Thi v is where the j‘,".?‘-')f;-lé‘r" with ihese
stamdards Is most mevked, While the
differenice between ihese siondards and

e

those of the iop states ar the end of eighth
graae is peihans somewhat move thanone
yea, the difference is more like two years
when compared 10 the expectaiions of the
higi-aepicving countrics — ,,V‘mculcn‘sy
inosi 6f the netions of Fast Asia.’

With respect (o the stundards’ being informed

ov available research or evidance:
“This is aiso a problem oyea. Firs ;; as
indicated in the first paragraph of iny
report, there ere o very laree mumber
of Imporieat standovds thai are unigue
o ihis document, not reflective of any
expectations I am aware of that aprea

in the standards of the high- ._fc,me:-'.rng
mu;-.::f'ms, or ihat have becn supporied

*b:'«* research I om aware of.
- stendarvds listed on the
Sfirst page -9f my report are analyzed i
considerable detail in the body of thai
report, For mosi of th; 1, Thave indicated
reasons for serious doubis as o ihe
likelihood that serious reseorch would
velidate tham, "1

Frowm Dylap Willlam: "

£

1 can agiee with statements 1, 6 ond 7
i can persuadz wyself thar wm"ﬂmew‘s
i and 5 e 'u’ avout OK (elthough
its o stre 'J'c). However, I cannot in oll
conscigner endorse stelemenis 7 ond
3. The siandavds are, in my view, much
more detziled and, os Jim Milzram has
Dpointed o, ave -'f'i pr-fwam respecis

258 demanding than the stondards oJ" the
leading naiions. j*o.!' this reason, wiile {
cam seg inere ore strong poiitical reasons
Jor securing consensus, and while { con
see thot they are the best thei we can
getar ‘I'm slage, | am unable to agree to
“sign off”” on the siendards i doing so is
ickan lo be assent io all 7 propositions, "
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From Sandra Sioisky:
With respect (o the standards’ being reflective
of the cors knowlcdge and skills in ELA and
msthemalics that studenis need to be college-

and carecr-ready:

“In Wy jz,.é'gr-“o Common  Core’
stanaards jor grade; G-12 do wot reflect
hi2 core knowlzdge needed for muthentic
ca!!e-v- -leve! work and dv ot Sframe
the literary and  cultural  fnowledge
one would expect of graguaies jfrom an
American figh school. ... Thaze minimal
u "E"’F?r‘:??;'i-’, iodoto ‘f-‘y in themselves,
inotbeco ':swfw edadequate ioficme
-'ag‘ a-'w'fc.-:’um .i;-:

fi

steridords
C’fl’m s(m bolwesn

nfzs,mamv ond r %) fm

.’n’(.f-_, e -:‘?-:‘)-..’.-’g o2

longuoge ovis c::zduz'?
all grade 1 w-’ . o division

class ol
that Is inappropricie of ibe Sf:r)fw?ws‘y

i

level given English lecchers’ acade
backgrourd und whai mey are prepured

fy teach dased on theiy undergraducic or
gmdrme covwrsework. .7

With respect to the staudards’ appropriateness
interms of their level of clarity and specificity:

“Many starderds wre paraphrases of the
i “ca’:eg¢ ari cavger readiness
standords.” Many cthers are unclear
in meaeming, not eastly inierpreloble, or
unteachoble, The “college and career
recdiniess slandards” that govern all
grade-level siondards f;ave no discernable
academic level; for the wmosi par,
ey are simplv a set of psm‘.-:y written,
confising, content-empiy, and culivre-
Jree gencric skills vwiith no ini ?u aily valid
organizalion of theiy own. ...

Jf.-.u""

Wit respect (o the standards’ *ompmmdr"
to the expactations of other feading rations:

“The iwo English-speaking ersas jor

which I could find (:\ t“"'f}‘”m malerial
(British Co.rn i apd irelund) have jar
more detaars .-?.wgd Drﬁe:'tsJo*'calf-

readiness. The British Commonwealih
examinations I have scen in ihe past
were jor move demanding in reading and
litercisye in ierms of the knowledge bose
students reeded for iwking and passing
them. No wmaierial was ever provided
to the Validoiion Lo,:s,-':urae or to ihe
public on the spwsf ¢ college readiness
expeciations of vihier leading nations in

mathematics or lunguage und literaiure.
With respect io the standards’ being infored

oy available rezearch or evidence:

“No evidence was ever provided io the
Vilidation  Commilte  supporiing  the
specific ‘college and - readines
siandords’ as a group end iheir e as an
erg:r..r;.':i:'iw schawe Ju Zeneraiing grade-
level standards. In fuct, the evidence thot
can be locaied is either covnier-ovidence
or misinterpraied evidence ... Nor is ihere
clear evidence thai coreer fe,.d'h,’ss is
similar io college feadzizess.

In suin, coinmittee members wiih the most
relevant content knowledge and experience
writing or evalusting siandards refused o
sign off'on the Common Core standards citing
their low ievel aud incomparability with
those of high-achieving notions. Requests
for evideuce supporting ihe standards or
the names of countries with which ihey
weig sz=p"':0°-e'ﬂ'v benchimarked hud gone
uaanswered, the final wversion of the
standards, ;-:cle.ased in June 2010, te lsvel of
college readiness in mathemutics was 2 weak
Algebia 2 that included some Geomeiry
standards.” The level of coliege readiness in
English language arts/reading was not clear,
S 1 school standards require reading

'1

Severai kig
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of this covniry’s seminal political documents,
suggssiing that studeniz are to l‘e zble to read
adult material by the end of high school.
It remaias to be seen whether significani
sections of these late 1 8th-century docuinents
are assessed on colizge-readiness tests.

19588 1o Validate

2’8 :‘:wn.r..u;q;erﬁu

Fosi facw.’-*t;
Commeon Cor
Two VO members who aitested to the rigor
and imiemational competitiveness of e
3 dmc‘s in 1\-*-’-1'] 2010 later aitempted io
validate their decision,

David Conley’s 2011 study cizims to show
that Common Core’s coliege-resdiness
siundards lsad to coliege ieadivess. It
carstully avoids asking ihe key question:
“Do  the college readiness  standards
reflect 5 sufficient level of preparation for
college conrsework?”

William Schmidt’s 2012 siudy claims o show
that Coramon Core’s maihematic standards
are “similar 10" or “aligned with” those
of high-achieving couvniries, and that the
greater the ;l.g me eni of o siate’s sfl..\mrus
to Commaon Cord’s, the higher-achieving iis
studznis are. This study suffers fi{)m 2 sloppy
methodology and a crzative use of siatistics
ir its aitemipt 1o show what it claims to show.

in both siudies, rescarchers engage in a post

Jecto etiort {o justify what they had already

attested (o in 2010,

L. David Counley’s 2011 Study
ina 2003 study, David Conley had deiermined
,vh,..; know l“"é,.; and skills are nscessary
o succeed in college based on a survey
f h'g,,‘lﬁ,
showing whether Common Lor“ s standards
raﬁected this knowicdge and these skills,
hig 2011 study 'H:Ired isachers of a2 wide

range of college {reshuian courses about the

O

sducaiion facuiiy. Instead of

relevance of the Common Core siandards to
their courses and then ciaimssd that Common
Core’s standards ave aligned with collegs
requirements.'s His siudy suffers from at icast
three major methodological deficiencies

A1 Biased
The study wwsed a two-stage ssieciion
process. In stage 1 i identified a stratified
randor satnple of two- and four-vear private
and public colleges. fa stage 2 the study
requested each r-.:oll+:\'--n to provide o Haison
person, who in turn was asked o provide a
“reprr’.serzmt.rv., teacher” who taughi eniry-
level cougses at the college. in vilier words,
iz second siage selection was not random.
The liaison person mighi have been more
involved in education than in mscznli;zm'y
content compared with average faculty, The
recommended fastructors might Liave been
better than sverage teschers or they might
have expressed interest in Common Core
and in being surveyed. We don't know, To
avoid seiection bias, the liaison could have
been asked 1o provide a list of thres io five
instruciors, one or two of whom would be
randomly dx awt. The weakness of the sample
scieciion was pointed out (o the study project
officer early on, vei the methodology was
not imodified.”?

Y, nurepresentative survey sumple

A2 Limited sur

The survey insivums respondenis
to rate how relevant cach 5{‘Jldm was 1o
izaching their course. It did not also ask the
mere imporiant question: “What content
knowledge is nceessary (o suceeed in your
course?” \e question asked in Conley’s first

study). Evalualive questions relating io the

overall suff cium,y of the standards were
ai30 never asked, such as: “Do the standards
reflect & sumcnen'i itval of preparation for
vour course?’ or “De the sizidards reflect
2 betrer, or a worse, lzvel of preparation as



crapared fw your currcni rsquirements?”
While missing conten: could be identified
on 2z single optional 'E:err- it would have
miiiscale weight compared to the bundreds
of responses on the standards themselves.
The chosen meihedology thus clicited many
posiiive responses because most of the
conten: of Common Core’s mathemaiics
standards is relevant to some extent in any
freshman rnathematics course.

7 P

A5 Resulis not approprigiely broken dows

The report did not disaggrsgate the results
by two-year and four-year colleges. This
is of key iﬂ"}}‘)r"’“_'l-»- because much of the
criticiem of the Common Core has focused
en the inadequacy of ils definition of c‘ofiege
reaciness for selective four-vear colieges,
By fumping the results together, the study
doesn’t shed anv light on this cardinal
educziional question.

B. The 2617 Behmidt and Houasg Study
“,‘-"'llhfn Schmidi, an educstional statistician
af Michigen State University. together with
a "‘l-wgus, carried oul 2 study ic explore
wheiher the Common Core State Siandards
iv Mathematics (CCSSM) are comparable
to ihe expectations of leading nacions and
what reasonable ouicomes might be expecied
alter adoption of the Comumon Core.” For an
answer io the first question. Schmidt
and Houang used the methodology they
developed o Map mathematics
curriculum content in grades 1-3 in he
six highest-achicving couniries in  the
1995 Third Internalional  Mathematics
and  Seience  Study  (TTMSS), as
reported in 2003

B Visualization
Figure 1, from the 2005 study, shows

what topics at least four of the six ni-"h 25t
achizving conutries (alsc kaown as the A+

FPlonger institute for Public Polia v Hessareh

countries) tought at 2ach of these gradc levels,
The profile has a2 distinet trisngular :,..ap';
The shape of the iopic. hy-grade  prefile
ronwys information on coherence and focus.

A few things should be noied:

Th '1esc.,ndmg order of the rows reflecis
a logical and coherent prograssion of
topics in ierms of complexity. So, for
exampie, 3D geometsy is introduced
alter 2D geometyy,

Only verv few topics span more than
half the grades, Most topics ace taughi
io mastery and then ave no longer taughi.
This refiecis the focmsed naiure of
the progression.

The number of t(,pw‘s per grade (ibe
number of topics in a vertical column)
is limited. This allows for depth
in instroction,

The Commion Core State Standords in
Mathemaiics (CCSSM) profile in Figure 2
in Schmidi and Houang’s 2012 paper doss
resemble the overall shaps of the curricuiun
profile of the A+ counwies in Figure 1. It is
somewhat “thicker” than Figure 1 because
Figure 1 reflects only ihe topics in ot least four
of the six highest- ac?_.\,vms couniries on the
1995 TIMSS test, while Figure 2 refiects all
the standards in a complete set ol siandards
and hencs is somewliat fuller.

Based €)l"a the seem II‘E S‘Tnllu??lt“\’ i overall

shaps, hrm:h end  Houang deciare
that because
“.. CCSEM bears a strong resemblavice

io ..-’*.,.g?:.'~c I {4+ modzl), at least iv tery
af its general shape. ... Fre =.m~r*tgaz %o

view, it com be suggesied that ihe CCSSEL
are coherent and fm,.-: sed.”

]
¥

)
£
J

hinidt and ouang then concluds this pard
their paper with:

Se
or

€
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“There being wno major ::h,f“’i' eRees
between the two sets of stondards, this
provides firther ev dem:c that ihe CCSSM
are colierent and very cam stent with ihe
intsrneiional benclmaork.”

Howsver, the ordar of the rows in Figurc
2 differs from the order of rows in Figure

1.

F'gurs 3 shows thest differences in

vivid color,

Apparently, Schmidt and Housng rearrenged

original cohesive and hicrarchical

order of tcpic.v, so that now, for emmp,e

‘¥ I aat

m Figure 2, “3D Geometry” somes before
“Zb Creometry BRasgics,” and “Pelations of

.
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before studenis even study “Decimal
Fraciions.” In other words. their Figure 2 isen
ariificiall; '—;:rodlr"fed shape ihat leads o their
desired visuai cenclusion of “cohercnce”
and “consisiency” with the 2005 A+
curriculum profile.

Figores { and2bave lessthan 60% congruence:
86 ove "231’1311 Ci';t-"‘ rade c&rwm: tion
versus 58 xzog'.--)verl.epp 18« cnes.!” This weak

congiuencs further undermines Schmidt

UJ

and Houang’s claim of consisiency betwesn
CCESi azd hig l-c.v‘hwvmg couniries in

K-8. Because somme of the inconsistency may
It from the fa ut that Figure ! reflects Lhu
euirvicular chcices of two-thirds or more of

Figure 2: hathematics iopics in the
Common Core State Stendards as
eported in Schmid! and Hoaang, 2012
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the A+ countries — not compleie s2is of topics
taught in ali six couniries — Schmidt and
Houang, afier noiing this fact, procesd io §il
in another 29 iopic-by-grade combinations
out of 45 possible onzs® in order 1o create 2
“complere” At curriculusn profils,

A fair way to do it would ha to choose
these 20 fopics randomly from the possible
43" Instead, thev first chose all “those
topics that were consistent with those i
the CCSSM and ihen randomly choss {rom
the rest.” This process guaranives maximal
congruence between (e (wo figures, but

£t

Flonger instilule for Public Poljcy Research

even after putting their thumb on the scale,
‘he congruence beiween the Common Core
end the simmlated A+ curriculum: profile
varely reaches mn uaimpressive 73%:110
overiapping iopic-grade combinzations and 39
non-overlapping ones.

To address ithis new problem, Schmidt and
Houang definc a new ad hoc messure of
congrusnce for their study and, mirable dictu,
their newiy invented measure of congruence
reaches the impressive “value o7 889 implying
aiz almost 89% degree of consistency beiveen
ihe rwo sets of siemdards”

ures 1 and 2 side by side, wiih rows colored fo show differences between the

iginal tepic ercer and the revised order in Schmidt and Houang, 2012
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B3 Conumons Core-fike s

- i ank p— £ 9%
stnderds ard achioversient

Schmidt and Hovang then move on fo
demoustrete  how  alignment of  siate

standards with CCSSp positively reiates

to siate achievement on the grade 8
n’:ﬂtheiz‘::.ai::m' test given in 2005 by the

Assessiment  of  Educational
Progress (NAEP). Tavle 1, based on Table
2 in their 2012 peper, shows how similar
the siandards in various states ars to those

H £33 22
in CCSEM.-

Wationa!

Teble 13 Degree of congruence b
standards as veport

ey

However, this measere of congruence with
the Comu.ur.- CO” aoes noi show a positive
relationship wilk achievement. In fact, of the
ten siates with standardy mostlike the CCESM,
only two (Washingion and Minnesote) are in
the iop ten on NAEP schisvianeat, while four
of theri (Alabama, California, Mississippi,
and Oliahoma) are i the bottem ten on the
NAZP grade § mathemeiics test, and the
ovarali rol,::-.tl.fmsuzp is negative as shown

e Ly
1 g‘.&é"niﬁ e

2m stnie and Common Core’s mathematice
ted B Sch m:r and Hounng, 2017

California Hﬁr da Georgia
lnl(‘hl Mirinesola Mizsiszinpi Cklahona
? ldzho Nosth Dakota Cregon Suutir Dalkoin
i Uah
i Alaska Arkanse: Cclorado Delaware
Massachusits Mew Merico New York North Carclica
J Pannsyivania South Ca:oling Toxns Vermont
i Connexiau incis Paine Maryland
Least tike facrtana Nebraska Navr Hampsiiire Virginia
Cssi Arizonn fewa Kainsss Remitcky
Nivada ewr Jersey fhuds Island Wicorisin

o s o e e e 4

Fignre 4: Relatiouship of state achi

test f6 the ¢om; Zriu2iace batwean C

IC-E & i! 5# “h.tig as

3 detar

iz Je nent on (he 2005 grade §
Core’s saa.ivf’aws &nd ths standards

NAEP mathematics

Schinidi and Houang, 2012,
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MNeveitheless, Schmidi and I-'ouang don’t give
up heir guest to show a positive relationship.
The sasicst way to do so is to remove the
states in the second (iower right) quadrant
because they “pull” the right side of the graph
down. They “declare” thet the states in this

quadrant are somchow “difterent” from the
groun, as

otliers and put them in a separat
shown in Figure 3.

They now get a positive refaiionship between
CCSSM and student achisvemsni for ke
“blue” states (Group A), but the soparaied
“red” staiss {Group B) siill show 2 negative
relationship, Then they procesd to arbitrarily
remove the one lower-right state that pulls
this relationshin dowa (Mississippi) implying
it is an obvious owlier, and ... Anaily ... they
get their scught-afier positive relatioashiv for

RN

U059 MAEP Sth Srade Math
4 e N2 3 ot >

&

St
Lu——u i e
v

550 870 580

e T e T —— T

Figure €: figure 5 ds"

a5 preseated in 8

2000 BAEE Sth Grade M
B X B R

30 710

RO T3 T

B T T LT —

750 770 750 210 830

- Jiapsurs

T

B AT B L



[

Somzien Core’s Validation

lhese states t00.” They present Figure 6 in
their 2012 papes, arguing not only that both
Group A (blue) and Group B (red) show a
positive relationship, but that the

“estimored value of the regression
cuefficient {. Ué) was essentinlly the same
(('f leasi wiihin the bouwnds of "f’*'r?“) as
ihe corresponding coefrivient for Grow D
A, suggesiing « paralicl re,-!at.a;zs..c
betwzen ihe two groups even though it
was noi significasi for Group B.”

Yes, it does ... aftar they have eliminated an
oifending state and carefuily split them into
groups to find positive relationshipe whers
pravicusly there were none,™

QOuice Schmidi and Houang h:we figuved
out hiow io gel a positive valatis nei.ap, they
ther make I zeem even sironger. Tt is well-
kaown that high-achieving staiss ean afford
to have higher cui scores. But those aligned-
bul-low-achieving southern stutes gel more
federal funds becsuse they contsin more
disadvaniaged studenis. So ihey “correct”
for cut-score iigor and for iniensiyy of
federal funding and ~ presio — now they get a
strong refationship.®

White admiiting that they “de fcongruence]
coupizd with several
assurptions,” they aiso admit that these
anelyses  “showld be viewed as  oniy
ex[;?orr-;‘a;y n wnadure, merely suggesting
the possibility of o relationshiy.” But when
the time comes for a conclusion, Schmidt
and Fo:-..n" are quile oategorical when

they =

in o novel ey

The toiddity of the multiple analyses
we have dene suggesis a siafistically
s"ﬂgﬁc:am pasitive relatic 'osutp between
trf aogf‘,w af C(‘hgr’ueng betwezen a

standards and the CCOSEM arid
aeiuavcm -"a«‘c" fired by ifie 2000 NALP

11

assessinent, but is only an indicotion of

orrelation not of causality. On ihe other
hand,  combining these analyses ith
the sirong degree of consistenicy thai the
CCSSM have with those of ihe countriss
whose cighth-grode siudents ochieve ot

the hfﬂe"t levels, makes the likelihood of
such o relationship even Lreader.

B.4 @uaiity of coding of the sivndards

Schmidl and Houang’s ressarch alse suffers
from an even more fundamenial daw.

L the beginning of their paper they say that
plying the same methodology [as their
I,, 7 TWISS anal u;;sl we coded the Cor 'lor
Core Stoie Siendards in Mathemniics?
Vet eithier this statement is incorrect, o the
coding was dons in a sloppy manner. For
xample, Systematic Counting is described in
ths;ir 1297 analysis as “geﬁ'"m peraietions,
combinations, eic. ... inroduced for grade
10.7°% In iheir current CCSSM coding,
systemiatic counting shows wp in grade 7,
despitc the fact thai CCSSM clearly plases
permmtations  and  combinations in high
echool®  Similarly. Schmidt & Houang
find Consiructions Using S*"ic"ﬁtcdge and
Compass in CCSSM grade 7, whils anvone
can easily verify for himseif that such
constructions are **""ed vy CCSSM in high
£n00i. That the coders could not distinguish
between formal geoawta'm coastructions and
inforinal ones, or understand what systeinatic
counting is, casts 5 doubt oy ihe validity of
ihe whole paper, bacause ils superstructurcs
assume reliabie o 'dmo of the standards.

In sum, even if it were teue that the prodle of
the topics in the Cominon Core Matheinatics
Siandards iz similar to the cwriculvm profile
of the A+ countries, and that siates whoze
standeids sesm — in Schmidi and Howvang's
coding —~ more like the CCSSM show higher
achisvement on the NAEP 2009 (esi, their



conciusion wouldn't be based on 2 sound
ioundalion. Ali their statistical ruanipulaticas
are  fmdamentally based on how ihe
CCSSM were coded. Because ibis coding
is unrelisble, the findings based on them are
equally unreliable.

ing

Schmidt
and Houvaing the CCSSM
are “consistent with the imternotionaily
benchmarked standords and as o result cre
cohereni, focused, and rigorous™—is not
supported by other research. The question
of whether Common Core’s standards
ars “comparable {o the expectations of
cther leading rations” has been swdiad
bv others.

C, Other studiss on rpadons

fati *m':v:i'ici:in Jonathan Goodmean of J‘it;
C‘ ant Tostiture al Mew York Univers
fou yi “significantly ;(swe.:"
expeciations with respect nlgepra and

mem llnv?rw

g;cmen "y I;Jw the published s;ardm'ds of

other [high-achizving] couniries.””

Andrew  Porier, dean of the Graduats
Scheol of Tducation at the University
.1’enrsyl*'an‘a found them “diffzrent fi
standords of couwntrics with ko
achievement, cnd they ore different ﬁ'om
what Jo teachers r'epo” ihey are currently
icaching.” Porter also found io mg sur'mlse
that © [t op-cchieving countries for which we
had content sionda vo' s pist a greaier emphasis
on ‘perfovm procedures’ than do the UL,
Comunon Core standards. High-performing
countries’ empha,
runs counter fo the widespread coll in ihe
United States for o greaier emphasis ow
nigher order cognitive demand.”™°

Performing procedures refers io developing
students’” facility in pecforming arithmetic
operations, maunipulsting expressions, and

sis on }’Jﬂr"‘jbr i procec Jures’

‘oneer Insiitute for Pubils Poll

ov Research

soiving equations, while emph“sis on higher
prder cognlm'e demand means divect focus
o reasoning such as n=1d3rswndmg why 2
thral,u‘* operation is execuled the way it
is, or why & step in an -3pdrat*on is logically
justified. Porier ¢t al. are saying that Common
Core focuses oin such diicet teaching of
understanding, in contrasi with top-achicving
couniries that focas of students’ fiuency with
sctually doing ihe miathematics and expest
undersiznding (o develop naturally out of
such work.

1§

Asmentioned eariier, Stanford math Ptic’f- )
R. James Miigram found their expect ations
below that of high-achieving couniries. Asbe
commiented: “thz difference is more like iwo
years when compared fo the expectativns of
the high r:"’!ze:'t‘:.sg countyies -~ portizularly
mogt 0‘f tie raﬁnns of Eesi Asia.” Milgram
also found that the standards il Lo prepare
s’md:. te for S Em careers, their proclaimed
?J e 31

&

Advocates of Common Core’s matherastics

standards claim they are rigorous, reflect
"cv‘“ge-;saf’:meua, and aie comparable with
those of high achieving countrizs. The two
members of the Commen Core Validation
Cominittes with COHPg?-ic‘Jt! mathemaiics
content knowledge refused io eign off on
thern, finding them significantly lower than
thoge of high-achieving countries.

With respect to Common Core’s English
lunguage arts standards, Comrmon Core’s
VC member, David Cenley, seriified thein a3
lniel‘iiati{}i",u..il_‘/ benchmaiked and research-
based in 2010, and then weut on 0 tiy aud
prove his case more than a year later, His
2011 siudy was poorly done and its resulis
shed litide light on wh- ther Comineon Core’s
BELA standards can sciuaily prepare students
for more then a comrnmuty colizge.
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William Schmidi, another VC meniber, also
sitesisr hn?.(} Gthat Common Core’s standas ’13
weie comparable to those in high-achieving

wintries, But S(uhhdt and Houang’s 4012
5 !} ~—the only study that claimed the
standards st ;htvls.n:'l(} ! sxpeciations—
lacksreliabie coding ofthe standards, and vses
a variety of visual and stotistical strategies to
creats the illusion that the profile of icpics in
Cotamon Core’s mathematlics standards is,
i;;deﬁf, comparable o the curriculum piofiie
of six high-ochicving couniries. In faet,
their ows data suggest that Common Core's
matheinatics standards are net at all like thuse
0” imternational high achievers, and thai—at
lzast from g statisticsl pam of view—-thev do
not carvy any viomise of improving American
educaticnal achievsmeni,

Not only do Commicnn Core’s standards
remzain unvalidated, but there are now
maiy doubts that they could be validated as
tesearch-based, rigorous, and internationally
competitive. Indesd, there is  growing
concern that they are far below the level
of standaids in high-achisving couniries.
Yet, these a d rds were officially adopied
by over 4-6 tes, national iesis ave bvmv
piloted based on them, textbooks and othes
curricuium materials have been aligned down
to therm, and all our seemingly independeni
indices of academic achievernent or potantial
for college-lovel work bave been or are in the
process of being aligned down to them, What
should be done?

‘vetser, {7714

Afiter my analysis of Schmidi and Houvang’s
2012 study was cempleted for this report,
Tom Loveless ai the Brookings Institution
published his own analysis of this study.
He makes two peints:

(1) The degiee of overlap beiween siate
mathematics standards and Coimmon
Core’s matheratics standards  that
Schmidt 2ad Homaag claimed they
found “proved to be a poor predicior”
of changes I staic achisvement at
grade & on NAEP tfests since 2009,
whether or not states wers piaced in
smailer groups.

(2) Bven if ope accepts Schmidi and
Houang’s measure of overlap and their
ﬁ-,.._-..x.aﬁ.;s for its predictive value (ie.,
that the more a state’s imathematics
stangards ! c:o,\eﬂ like Common Core’s
mathematics standards, the greater
the Amg_act on swte achisvenient), the
impact is educationally insignificant
for individual studenis even i
stalistically significant for the state ag
a whols.
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Urange County Board of Education
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE COMMON CGRE STATE STANDARDS (CCSS)
Testimeny of Ze'sv Wurman
Visiting Scholar, Hoover Institution
Hov, 17, 2014

M, Presldent, Members of the Bourd,

{am a visiting scholar at the Hegver Institution at Stanford University. Bstween 2007 and 2009 t sarved
as a senfor policy adviser at the U.S. Departraent of Education. | served as 2 commissioner on the
California Academic Content Standards Commission that in 2010 evaluated the Commaon Core’s
suitabitity for Californis adoption. | have authored multiple studies evaluating the Commen Cora

rmatharmaiics standards. | am also an executive in a samizonductor start-up cempany in the Silicon

[T
W d!'ﬁ‘_,’.

ddress e 1ollowing poinis.

©)

I my testimony teday | want to

#  That ail the existing research evidence, with ona exception, poinis o the £CSS having
significantly reduced expectations 35 compared to international high achievers, and that the
onily study that Tound CCSS on par with the suffers from muitinle fatzl flaws that render its
finding uselass and misleading,

* That the Common Core’s reduced expectations in K~3 will diractly lead 1o reduced enroliment,
paticularly of disadvantaged and minority students, in advanced mathernatics caurses in high
school, and i bound to harm their chances to pursue challenging and rawarding cavears and
that, consequentiv, this renders the Caiifornis additions o the CCSS in nigh schwoal, such as
calculus and advanced statistics, an empty promise of world-class education.

¢ That the Next Generation Scianca Standards, developed by Achieve and adoptad by our State
Board of Educaticn, consist of iow-lavel science expectations that do not promote the necessary
skills for developing skilled scientists and technologists. They are geared towards making
studants inta technology consumiers rathar than technology developers.

Rescarch Evidence
Since the: publication of the Comumon Core standards, & handful of camparative studies were parformed
to compare the Common Core stendards to those of other states and nations. Dr, Stotsky and |
nublished one such study in 2010 and our conclusions about mathematics wera:!

Common Core’s project wos o laudable effort (o shape o nationsf curriculum., Unfortunotely,
rather than build on the strengths that con be documentad in Mossachusetts or Califarnia, the
drafi-writers chose to novigate an vncharied path. Consequentiy, althouch they sometimes

inciudz an interesting ireatrient of several new ideas thee are porentially useful jor the

e

! 5, Statsky, 2, Wurman, “Ceramon Core Standards Still Don’t Make the Gra: g,” July 2010,
hite://plonsadnstituie.ora/download/common- sores-standards-still-dont-meke-tha-srade/

5
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development or Implemantation of G standard, by grade 8 their standords ore o year of twe
r)eh;nd the National Mathematics Advisory Punei’s recommendations, leading stutes, and our
nternaticno compstitors.

Or. Jonathan Goodman, piofessor of mathametics at the Couvrant Institute at th&s New York University,
sturiled the Commaon Core mathamatics standards and his conclusions weres®

The proposed Common Core stendaerd is simitar in ecriizr grades but has significantly lowar
axpectalions with respect lo aigebra and geomeiry than t‘?e published sranderds of other

countiies | examined. The Coramon Core standards document is prepored with less care ond is
less usefud to teachers and math ed udministraiors thon the other stone ardsle;mmined.

Dr, James Milgram, professor of inathematics at the Stanford University, studied ther as a member of
the Common Core Validation Committas and testified about his findings in front of the California

Acadzrnic Content Standards Commission in 2010

The above stundards {llustrate many serious flaws in the Core Standards. Alse amohy these
dijficultizs are ihat a larpe nurnber of the arithmetic ond operations, as well as plece vaiue

standards, are one, twa, or even more yeors behind the corresponding standards for meny if noi

ail the high achieving countries. Consequently, | wes not able to certify the Core Mathematics

ndards are benchmarked at the soine level as e standards of the high achieving couniries in

v!—J

moathemetiics.

Di, Andrew Forter, Dean of the Graduzie Stheol of Education at the University of Pen nsvivania, ked
another study comparing the Comimon Core mathematics to cther siates and countrizs, Amoag his

conclusions:®

Tiose who hope that the Common Core stondards represent greater focius for LS, education wiil
ke .-.*’isur.e;-.:oimffd by cur answers. Only ane of our criterio for measuring focus Jound thut the
Commion {Core standards gGre more focused thon current staie signdards ... How much Jocus is
dzsirable s L-.-'nkim!..un, but clearly the Common Core stundords could have been more focused

thar they are,

We also used international Senchmarking to judge the quelity of the Commuon Core standords,
and the resuits are suiprising boih for mathematics and for ELAR. 1 Top-nchieving countrias for
which we had cantent standords put a greater emphasis on “pzrform procedures” than deo ihe
1.5, Common Core staindards. High-paiforming countries’ emphasis on “perform proceduras”

* Goodman, J., “A cemparison of propased US Cornmon Core math standard to standards of selected Asian

P:Juniries, htig/www educationnews.one fer enorts/94975.htmt
® pdilgrarn, KJ. 3t httay/ ’-';i:mcr-rinstitutra 2.0rz/download/review-ol-common-core-math-stander

3 ‘-..,Q -

.-r— -celifoinis-acadergic-to *r“;—cr-rrmission
"Porter, A, st al,, ""“nmcn Ccre Standards : The New U.S. Intended Curioubum,” Educational Researcher 40162
{2011;



runs counter to in2 widespread call in; the United Stoies for u greater emphesis on hinher order
coghitive deniand,

fn contrast willy ail these rather unanirous findings by multinle studies, a recant sturdy by Profassors Bill

Schraiat and Richard Houang from Michigan State University compared the Common Core mathematics

tandards with the curricula of six high-achiieving countries o an international | benachimark, the so-cailed
“TI3S A+ countries,” and their findings are star iy t:iia'ferem::5

¥here being no major differences between the two sets of standards [TIMSS A+ ond the Common
Core], this provides further evidence that the CCSSNM ere coherent and ver v consistent with the
intarnaiional benchmark.

Unfortunately, Schmidt & Houang findings are not supporiad by their swn evidence. | direct your
atteation to figures 1 & 2 Appendix C, These figures are from the Schmid: & Heouang paper, and they
represent the mapping of the TIMSS A+ countries {fig. 1) and of the Common Core (fig. 2) on = standard
set of mathematics topics growing in complaiity downward, and across gracdes 1 through & moving right.
The characteristic shape of figure 1 ~the upper-right triangular shape - reflecis coherence and T focus of
toplc progression, s more complex topics are introduced later and — in general ~ asting only for & fow
veais before being replaced by new topics, Schmidt & Houang axplicitly refer to this characteristic shaps

when thay discuss the “no mejor difference between the twoe seis of standerds” in thelr findings.

Vet it turns out there is a major differance between the two figurss, in fizure 2 the order af the row s has
bean serambled to achieve the triangular shape. As the rasuli, the topics 22 ot in incraasing
complexity anyimore so, for example, “30 Geomatry” comes before “2D Geonie ry Basics,” or “Relations
of Common and Decimal Fractions” come before student even sius dy “Decimal Fractions.” Clsarly, the
focus and coherence of figure 1 are simply lost in the attempt of Schrid & Houang 16 reshuffle the
Commion Coie to give the fliusion of the triangular shape they are after. Figure 3 shows this micleadi; ng
‘zi!useon in stark coloy.

in suramary, at available research evidence shows that by the middic school, the Commen Cors
mathermatics Falls one to two ysars hehind our high achieving internationa competitors, and
ram a0t only less rigorous but also less coherent, Schimidt & Houang usive

comparstive stedies Tind &
singdy notwithstanding,

mnatics in Ka4

Since the 1950s, a major thrust in improving our mathematics achievement has been the effort 1o move
an authentic Algedra 1 course from the high school and into grade g, stinilar to what hizh-achieving
countries have been doing for 2 long time, Supporters of this idea include math erducstion reformers,

civif right ieaders such as Robert Moses, znd aven Prasident Clinton durinz z his tirae in office. As the

* eehmidt, W. H., Houang, RT, “Carricular Coherance and the Comman Cora State Standards for Math ematics,”
Edueztional Researcher £1: 2‘;'4 {2012}



consaguence, the nation more than doubied the envaliment of 8™ graders In Algebra 1 course sine
1290, More recently the Presidential Nationa! Mathematics Advisory Panal recormmended:

All sehool distiicts should ensure that ali nrepored students have souess io an guthentic

cigebra course—and should prepare more studenis than ui present to enroi! in such o course

-

oy Srode 8.

This call for more prepared students to take sarly Algebra was echoed in the 2008 clarisn cail for
Common Core, the Benchmarking for Success report written by the thiree progenitors of the Comimon

Core— National Governors Association, Council of Chief State Schooi Officers and Achiave Ine, It said:

Action it Upgrade stete standards by adopling o common core of internationallv benchmarked
standares in math and language arts for grodes K-12 to ensure thai students are equipped wilth

ine necessary knowledge and skills to be globally competitive.

Benchmarking for Success has calied, then, for what has iater became known s the Common Cora Siate

Standards. It then goss on to daclare;

Research has revecled siriking similarities gmong the math wind science standards in top~
performing nations, along with stark differences berweern those world ciass expectations Gnid the
standards adopied by most U.S. states. ... By the elghth grade, students in top peiforming
nations aie studying algebra and geomeiry, while in the U.S., mest eighth-grade math courses

Jocus on arithmetic.

Yet when the Commen Core standards were published 2 little rnare than 2 vear later, in the summer of
2016, they firraly placed the first algsbra course in ... the high schooll

Common Core progonents repeatedly praise it for its “rigor” and how it will prepare children for the
“21% Century” and how it wif] prepare morz American students for STEM and incrzase nur
competitivenzss. Yet when it comes to the clearest banchmark of rigor and ligh expectations in K-8, the
Common Core not only punted, but it retarded and reversed the progress states made over the iast
decade or more. Common Core defendars frequently argue that “Kindergarten through sevenih giade
Cormimon Core standards include ail of the prerequisits content students will need to have l2arned to bo~
prepaced for Algabra | in the eighth grade.” If this ware true, why did they put the fiest Algehra course in
grade 9 instegd?

Other promotars of Commmon Core 2rgus that Cormmon Core’s 8% grade is "eff actively an Aigaiwa class,”
Such argument can be voicad only by a mathematicaliy incompeient spaaker. Sitnply comparing the
content of grade & Common Core with 7° grade California pre-algenea shows that Common Core

dz mines glaehra standard beyond the pre-algebra course, while it lacks other

includes only a siy
significant contant present in the old pre-Aigebra standards. Appendin & shows this comnsiisGi,

Perbaps as importanily te consider is who will be the likely victin: of this retreat from high expectations
that Conmman Core dictates.



The increase in early algebra taking in Califernia since the 1997 standards is guite staggering. While in
1229 only 16 percent of studants too i. aniy algebra, four times as many, 87 parceni, took early Algebra
in 2012. This huge incresse did not fowar that success rate. In fact, the success ratos of those s students
kepi rizing as thalr numbar exploded. To give you a better sense of this growth, the number of
successiul early aigebra takers ross from 52,000 in 200% to 170,006 in 20 013, while the cohort size barely

b

3

But it gels better. Decause Californis set up its standaids to vrepare all students for Algebraingrade 8

and because it atterpiad to place all those whe wers ready into such ciasses, the biggesi beneficiarias

of this effort were minority and disedvantaged studants, While the whole cohori success incroased by a
factor of three, low SES studants and minority studants rates of succass lumped by factors of five angd

six—~double the rate of the whoie cohort.

tven more impressive is the fact that this eariy H!QEb: al ':ahmg directly transiated into ruch higher raie
of successful taking of advanced mathematics such as Alpebra 2 and Czomeiry in the high school, As in
the case of early Algebra 1, the minerities ere .he prime beneficiaries, growing at 2 much faster rate
than white students. And the proof is in the pudding: despite simost doubling the fraciion that enters
the California State University system sinca late 13803, tha remediaiion rates in mathematice ¢ ronped
from over 50 percent to less than 30 percent]
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The key element that ensbled this massive suige of minority student success was the figorous and
carefully laid out X-7 standards that prepared everyone fo ;T’-.ige 318 1 taking in giade 8. Not every
student was ready, but every student that was ready was given 2 chance to axcei and forze ahead, with

testing benefits. And they had fuli four years of high school to rna"h not only Algabira 2 but pra-caiculus
and caiculus, 10 ba prepared for selective colleges and STEM.

a B

When chalienged, Common Corz defenders respond that they plasn on malntaining the axisting grade 8
slgebra classes in the schools. Perhaps they do. Yat who are the students who wili enroll in thesa
advanced dassest The regular K-7 Commion Core does not prepare students to taks Algebrain
so anly studenis that are pushad by their parents, that are provided extra-curdicular often paid t maring,
vill be able to make the jump and 2nd-up in thosa classas. Most minoe ity and disadvaniaged studants
will not get that exira support to accsiarate, and whataver is loft of those advanced classes wiil ba filleg

mostly with student coming from affluent 'fami!iﬁs.

Since 2013 and the slimination of the STAR test, it became difficuit to obiain indic ziions of Cormmon
Core's impact, sinee the siate stopoed coliacting data about early Algsbra 1 o rahme'. or success. Still,
some indications do exist. ir: the San Louis Coastal UST enroltment in middie school Algebra 1 fell from

62 percent in 7013 to 3 parcent this year. Even in my own district of Pafo Alto, middle schoal Alcebra 1
ity :i!ment from 52 percent in 2013 to 67 parcent this year.

Given these trends of decreased student preparedness, there s little prospect for significant numiber of
students being able to take the advanced mathematic courses that Caiiforniz added to the Co mmon

Core.

P have spert much of my adult lif2 in the high techiology operations of the Silicon Valley,
overwhelmingly surrounded by inimigrant engineers from around the gloke. S0 i was excited and
hopaful when | hieard sbout the Mational Ressarch Council (NRC) =ffort to incresse STEM prevaradngss
of pur own students, Imagine my disappointment wihen | saw the low exneciations of the NAC Sclence

Framework that begot the NGSS:

Tiag overarching goai of cur framework for K-12 science education is to ensure that Ly the end
12t gr c-de, ali students have some gupradiation of the beauty and wonder of science;

)0ss2ss suificient knowledge of science and enginsering 3 1o gnsage in public discussions on

s‘eé‘.ﬁteé Issues; are careful consumers of scisntific and techiological information related to their
verydey livas; are able to continue to learn about sclence outside so howl; and have the skills to

enter carcers of their choice, including (but ot linited to) carsers in science, enginceiing, and

techinology.

In other words, It was the MRC explictt intent to teach cur children only sclencs appreciation and make
them into “careful consumers,” but it did not intand on making our children science and technoiogy
creators, Prediciably, based on that Framaworl, the NGSS defines = pedestrian and unambitious vision
of wiat it expacis our studants to know. In its own words

(%]



dvanced work in the sciences. Based on review from collzge and career
shing 19 move

The MNGSS do noi define 2
raculty and stadf, the NGSS form a foundation for advancad work, but siudents wi
inio STEM fields should be encourazed to follow thelr interest with additional cou

The Fordham institute, a sirong supporter of national standards and of Common Core, conducted a

review of the NGSS and found that it “fails to ensure that that off studenis wiii he aquipced with

sufficient conteni to make reai the option of taking mors advancad courses in tha core STEM

disciplines.” In other words, not only the NG5S doesn’t expecis student (o master advenced science; it
¥

doest’t even prepare students for subsecuent taking of advaniced sciencs coursas,

Al this is sumimarized in NGSS's final grade awarded by Fordihaim —a “gantieman’s C” — while Ohio’s
current standards are judged “clearly superior.”

i M3

When it comes to alignmient between NGSS and Commaon Core, Fordham found that “in sevaral £ases,

where NG3S expectations require math in ordar to fuliy undersiand the seience content, the math goes
well bevond what stedents weuld have learned in classrocins alignad to the Comimon Core.” Furthar,
“the NG5S themseives fail to inlagrate maih properly into their science performenca expectatings,”

”

s i

Hance, the review concludes, “the math in the NGSS and the math in the CCSSM are not fulty aligned,

Despite promises to be interngtionaily benchimarked, Common Cors raneged on its promise and placad
Algabra 1 firmiy Into the high school, reversing a decads of progress across the land and putting us one

or more y2ars behind our internationat competitors.

One can reasonably ask: if the Comron Core is truly duimbed down, wity do the test resuits from pitot
states show many more studants failing? This apparent contradiction is e sily sxplained once it is
unigasstoad that while the new breed of tests doesn’t ask much in terms of math knowledge, It expecis

swdent io answer in particvlar wavs and forials that are largziy unfamiliar to teachers and students. In

sther words the new tests are not bout deaper or hroader knowledge of math but rather 2hout the
ditftculty of gusssing what the test makers had in mind and aping the piescribed form of answers.

Califorivia data clearly shows thai the bigzest impact of these dumbed down K-2 axpeciation will fall on
minoyity and disadvaniaged students, whe typically do not gat the extra-curricular support they need to

i

accelarate.,

The default Cornmon Core high school mathematics is mislaadingly touted as “college-ready,” vet it wili
fead al best i cormmunity and non-celeciive colleges. The ratarded pace in K-8, and the deficient
content in high school, will further restrict the number of qualifizd students able to pursue STEM careers

rather thaa increase & as promised.

The proposed New Generation Science Standaids are flawed and aimed st praparing science and

tachnology
preparedness, vet in reality they fall significantly below Ohio’s current scisnce standards,

consurners rathier than technclogy creaters. They offer 2 faise promise of ennancing STEM

~4



But, perhaps, the biggest tragady of all will be that most high school students and parents wiil now be
iuiled into a false sense of szeurity when they will hear their child is “on track to be colleze-ready.” This
will further raduce the pressure on students teo reach beyond the diluted Commoa Core and NGSS
offaring to acquire adequate college praparedness. Like in the case of zleraentary grades, minority and

disadvantaged studants will be particularly hardly hit by this fog of doublaspealk about college readiness.

Thank you for your time. | am raady to answer any of your guestions.
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OPINION

Fublishizd: Sepr. 24, 2013

Ag Obamacars implementation is the subject of naa(ma' headlines, also in 2014,
an equivalent tsunami will cccur in Ameries with a coniroversial national
education cwricvlum arriving in our schools and classrooms. For practical
purposes, it transiorms and c*ﬂ"’*k‘""‘l}’ impacts classrooms and remocves parents
and locally elected schoo! board members from governing schools in their

CONITL 1’.*!.

Common Core is a one-size-fits-ail program. It was paid for by the federsl
government — against federal laws that prohibit Washington from establishing
natioual educational standards, testing and curricviun.

it's similar to the current national health care debate, Common Cove's stealthy
1mpiemmt°hcn by the Obama administration, nationsl and state educational
organizations and state governments keep parents and taxpayers in the dark,

n 1906, the National Goveinors Association bagan a natdonw :d° Halogue to ;
nationel academic standards and strengthen P"maum i accountahili ty i
effort was a consequence of the poor 1S, ranking on mte maticnal -12
assessment testng, Nhat began as an admivable goal and pursuit, however, 1"
causing local school boards and parents much anguish as this emerging and
disturbing new education ngrﬁﬂlgwheco nes realiiy.

Seme may recall th }Ji"’"lOU s federal education reform plans of the 1990's, Goals
2600 and Scheol-t %X. ori. Their implementaticn was thor av T”:lly rejected by the
public as a vesult of the coustitutionai arrogance and deflant nature of,
government officials. Now, almost two decades later, social and educatio

“
L

A JTESHIB 1"'._1._%
Dbmmenu.n.d aﬁ
: -nfq} IJ_’Lva!ME

":!" s R,



progressives learned from their past mistales and are vsing a different approach,
i.e., silence. In 2010, U.S. Deg artme it of Edu uzteon Seezmzeu., Arne Duncan,
acknowledged this education transformation was a “quiet revolution.”

Originally, 456 sts wtes voluntarily adopted Commecn COI‘P with federal funding
“Race-to-the-T ‘op” grants. Couservative stetes such as Alaska, Nebra aska, Virginia
and Texas dedmec o | emp' the standards. As x,n')oszhop increased across the

country, Indiana and Michigan recenily dropped out under public or legisiative

Dressure,

Here in Cailforpia, Comimon Core was adopied by the State Roard of Education in
August 20:0. A main objection to Commion Core is it circumvents the ideals and
coneept of “local vonivol.” In reality, an unelected, governor ap pcm*e'i 11~
member stale board of education, decides without S&’JSt&ﬂLVL debate, Local

boards have liitle inpui or ahility to change curriculum.

i.ocal conirol of edocation has been hijacked specificaily by unelected offic 1ch
holding the purse sirings in Sa eramento; and in bbﬁelc‘i by the federa
goverrunent and national edueation organizations. Common Core dismisses ﬂ"—
1df:. alisme of local control of education by parenis tf‘ame-rs ind smwci boards laid
cut in the N orﬁhmcs'. Ordinance by our fous ang fathers; it “dombs down”
,.ﬁo*ﬁ‘?” standards; and E"u(,e finaucist costs are borp by taxpayers to implement

a national curriculum that Is unfunded, and has never hoen testad or proveil.

Comimoen Core uses code words lke higher academic standards, rigorons
acacenic coursewerk and cereer readiness. Unfortunately, these concepis are a
suse. Carcer skills are really tvaining for entrv-isvel jobs and the colisge-ready
concept refers to con 1m:1r-11y ::ui-egc Is t."ﬂl than 2 iour year 'Ci"'i"a‘;r"i‘f.y academic
track. In cmmzmug the (1@1&'1 under the guise of “higher standards and caresr
readiness,” weli~-intentioned ﬂ‘J.c ators, umr»i pohitical and education achivists
imnose upon schoo! b sards 1o implement untested progressive academis
curricnlums. This hurts our pation.

in certaln stuteg controversial personal date miniﬂg has em-@'rged end politics
plays a major mlﬂ in the approved curriculums. Similer to the 19¢0's Clinton
adminisiration naticnal education pleans, government-endorsed public policy
pcsi‘*ca piay a kev vole in this curricolum and - religious Iibarties and individual

science are dismissed. Unéder Common Core, rv-zpefi individualisim is diluted,
grovp thought and personal attitudes ave the norm and moral values everily lean
_;:’-u.a.mcal ieﬂwaz d.

Experts on academic standards warn Coramon Core siandards are imediocrs and
wili hurt our naticn's children. True education reform empowers parental choice,
scheol vouchers, charter schools and eliminating the influsnce of isacheis union,

Ken Williams. a physician, has been a member of the Orange County Boaid of
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This op-ed appeared the OC Register's Opinicrn Spacial Report on the Comimon Corz
published Decemper 13,2013.

Every educator supports our chiidren being prepared for college aud career

re: ld's‘:,‘.':b Al hold up critical thinking and writing skiils, high 2 auem. standards

and STEM tactinology. Coimmon Core has well-intentioned stardards and

mnchmma and the concept of online testing with guicker available assessment
scores is a good one.

But Common Core is different than adopted curricelum and assessments. This iz a
significant source of controversy. Conimon Core defines standards. It is not &
curriculum {what to teach to achieve standards), pedagogy (teaching method) or
agsessmetit {the measure of a student’s knowledge].

The conservalive Sutherland Institute notes, however, “standards drive and
influence cusriculum, pedagogy, assessmenis, in"trur:tt-owl materials, accouniability
:;;n-«mns and more. indeed, sh. primary purpose of standards is vo establish
guideposts that direct all as ’)ecw of schooling toward z definad goal.”
So wial guideposts or benefits do we astablish in adopting common national
standards? Since all children are impacted, parents whose children attend either
public, private or horae schools would answer that question differently.

The California Learning Assessmeni Svsiem provicdas an example of how problers
oceur when transitioning to untested instruction, curriculum and assessments,

in the 1590's, CLAS was embraced as being state of the art. The same groups now
driving Common Core similaily promoted it. CLAS was described as having “.
critical thinking aind conceptual understanding, problem-selving based o: 1*"*&1 life
probienits, meaning-centered rather than meincrization-oriented learning



opportunities, active learning which makes connections to student's experiences,
coilaborative learning and interdiscinlinary learning ”

CLAS cr.xr'f'icu?um and assessmernts were subjective, polirical, used npen-ended
guastions and asked invasive questions about family relationships. Childven who
scored well on previous state asse ssment testing, when tested under CLAS didn't do
as well. LLAS was eventually removed from Califernia’s classrooms.

The U.S. Department of Education, in advancing Common Cars, unlawiully viclated
three federal laws (20 USC 1232a, 20 USC 3403 and 20 USC 7907a) prohibiting the
federal goveinment's role inlecal and state education. The federa l'"ovv*urnez.;.
provided econcmic “incentives” via Race to the Top “awards” in the 2009 economic
stimulus package. These “veluntary” funds were sent to financially °trarnped states
for the purpose of zdopting these nationzl educational standards.

L]

The Obama adniinistration pressced states to adopt Comimon Core and national
assessments in exchange for villions of dollars in federal funding and waivers from
the onarous provisions of Mg Chiid Left Behind.

Dismissed by Common Core advocates is the explicitly worded prohibition in the
U.S. Department of Education Act (20 USC 3403, Public Law 95-88): “Ne provision o

a program administered by the Secretary ... shall be constiued o authorize the
Secretary .. to exercise any direction, supervision, or contro! over the curricuium,
nrogram of insteuction .. aver any accraditing agency .. over the selaction or content
of lihrary i esources, textboo l.s, or other instructional materiais by any educationai
institution or school system.”

Comimon Core decreases the role of p‘ai'enr; and locat school boards in the decision
making prm'ess Chapman Law School, Censtitutional Professor of Law, Hugh Hewiit
told me, "The implementation of Cammon Core is drawing increasing fire fiom

proe. onents of iocal control of education, and the critics are right thaL 1o serious
legal anaiysis has been out forward of the new program's intersection with - others
would say trampling of - federal laws guaranteeing autcnomy of locai scheol
noards.”

Dr. Ken Willicmes is o member of the Orange County Board of Education.
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3 Crade Assesament — First Leaming Crele

gast o strategy (show your work and your snnger)

15w —-3. Sieve s
rar Toialies merss |

0l

p Al se cxpressions the ssme? Flow e

oma;.amj;z. +Sand3x(2+3) Ho ‘-"awzﬂa.
; ent? How sie fig parentheses

ey b5 ghow {he order vo

3%30+5+1=19 3230+5+1=1]

How did the symbels kelp you decide which crdss to vae?
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Arnnstie L. Gibson
12 Whialers | bm;i'
Tigwpart Coast, Ca. 92657

School Distzict: L?g;'m Beach Unified School District
Parent: 3 School aged children

Occupation: Small Business Owper, Regisiered Nurss
Birthdaie: Maich 16, 1966

Phone: 649 715-73358

=
<
=

the Orange County Board Gl Eduestion,

I ran for scheo! board in Laguna Beach in the lasi eleciion (o help remove Comimon Cors
from ihe Curriculum. The Cumdicvlum is hama! 11~ o our education sysiem and will af
aizy geueraiions to coms if we do not remove it quickly. T would nev ﬁ*r put my kids in

the educaiion system that has long-temm °fﬁ=etv on my kid’s education. My ¥ids will
coti i vie o attend privaie school. [ will continue (o dight this hamoful curriculum sven
though iy kids wiil "‘Jt be aifscted. We have o do the right thing for future generaiions.
This will go u"\‘m in history as the biggesi violation of our Consiitution, and over
reaching of the Federal Government.

Thank YVou,

Anpetie L, Civsor
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MNovenber 17, 2014

Dear Mambars of the OC Board of Educstinn:

1 am wiiting this letter to express my concer regarding the ‘f's'xg;ﬁemeni'atiars Githe i :':on'as'non Core

curriculm in oue am-mk { have two children, one in the §° "grade and anothar in the *s“de Thay
currently attend @ very higiy achieving charter school in Orange Cf\un*y, and are bood: ients. They
both really enjoy s.chocse put we have all struggied with the implementation of the new CC curriculum

and standards. My children have struggled bacausa it is 3 significant change from the way math has
been taught as well 23 the lowering of the standards across the board has mada tham feel liks the last
vear and a hail has been a repeat and are gatting board in school. | have strugglad with helping them
with their imath homework because they are no longer being taught simple method of computstion.
Simple math problems have become mors complicated by adding unnacessary steps to completa. Asa
ficensed ‘,P», I finid this both a waste of time and completely frustrating. If wa truly want our children to

“dig deepar” inte mathematics, then I=t's continue to 12ach them how math makes our modern world
runction and apply it in way that fascinatas and snlightens them, not tura them off entivaly

When | {lrst neard about Common Core and the abllity to set 2 national bar in education, | thoughi it
sounded like @ graat idea. However, when | actusily saw what my own children brought home in the
form of homeawork, | was extremely shockad that this was the “improvement” | read sbout. Considering

ren, | am deep I;' concerned that by iowering the math levels by two

.
<.

1]
O

the ages and grade levels of my childh
vears, we will completely impact their success with high school, college and bavend. f America s
lowering the bar of education requiremants, how wi H my 'h* dran compets with other studants from
schools who have not?

Aside from the academic probiens | have seen, ! read the survey which wili be sent hore o high school
children in tha near future which | found to be complataly out of fine with educational standards. Asking
miy chitd what is sexuai orientation is, or the number of partnars he has engazad in sexual activities is
crossing the line of govarnment involvernant with my children’s aducation! | would not answer a
guestionnaire lika this as an adult, | find it complately frightening that underage children will be forced
ic.

Please suspend or repea! our participation in the commoen core stantards and curricuium until we find 2
hetier way o teach our childran,

Sincerely,

P .

4 A Viemsy 7 e f/
' P p e ! /* el
Py 74 <

Gine M. Schuwaann

J— F o o,
Bl ATTACMED
Y, v
Y S Fome 3’3&” Bty
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per 17, 2014

Dear Members of the OC Board of Education:

I am writing tnis letter to express my concern regarding the implarentaiion of CC in cur scheols such as:
L= a2

1

Lnd

et

L)

i the area of matharnatics, my children are confused by the methods that are baing used to
2ach the math topics such as the matrix math used to teach multiplication, the drav ving of
mod s to celeulate division of fractions, and the explanations requirad for simpie maih
problerns. | have expzrienced that the teachers themselves are grading the studants’ work
inconsistently and sujoctively. For examnle: 2/6 + 3 ’6 ? What is tha sum? Explain how you
found the sum. This is g very simple aqustion that any 5% zrader can solve. Her answer was:
Add 3/5 + 2/6 = 5/6. Apnarenily sh2 was only 50% corract in her answer. Anothar exary nphe:
Complete the equation te show how to subtiact the fractions: 7/10-4/10. Her answer: 7/10-
4710 = 3/10. Again she only gets it 5(1 » correct bacavse she doasn’t fill in all the boxes that
shows 7/10-4/10 = {7-4}/10 = 3/10. Fractionai word probiems where she ssts up the eqguation in
the traditicnal mannar {‘-,ﬂh-'ltraaut u?awing;’ of any modzls} and arrives at the right answer, but
vecause she hasn’t fitled in every single box {which by the way my daughter said the teacher
didn’t show the children how to fiil in all the boxes) che is penalizad for every box that didn't
have a numbar filled in. As 3 pereal, | em concernad because this system is discouraging and
penalizing those childran who have mastered math using methods previously taught to them
and has worked for us in my generation and before. This is siraplz maih! 1 am also concerned
that our school is telling us that K-12 math wiil “go deeper and narrower” under common core
ang vat we are told that all the sarme math will be included previously, it is just arranged
topics, it is impossibie to say that all the tonics

differently, if mare time will be spent on les:
included in the pre-coraman core curriculum will be covered.,

ir: the English/Language arts | aim concerned about the decrzase in literary/fictional reading and
an increase in informational/iactual reading. One of my childran likes to read. The ciher does
nct. My child thet lkes 1o read enjoys reading Yor pleasure, Ha does not eqjoy reading science
books and history books. My child that does not like to read can be metivated to read whern she
is giveri literary bocks {fiction) that she finds entertaining. | believe that children whe are given
books thal they don't enjoy reading wili ultimately do less reading. Additionally, it has been said
trat veading (and writing) fictional stories lead to more creativity,

have reviewed the quesiions in the "healthy kids survey” modules and have grave concerns
about my children being asked te answer guestions that | believe have no place in aducation at
the sthool such as sexual orientation, whather thelr parents served In the military among other

topics that | fee! iz an invasion of privacy.
tam also conceried about the financial burden the mplementation will have o our schools
recuiring all new text books, additional technology, retraining of teachers and the excessive
absence incurred by our teachers while thay are being taught convnon care,




Whilz the intent of raising our educational standards sounds like a good idea, the common core sohution
seems [0 be prodiematic as evidenced by staies and schoo! districts that are furiher along in their
implementation.

Plzasa suspend ur repeal cur participation in the cormmon core standards and curriculum until we find 2
hatter way to teach our children.

H 1
Sincarely,

e !,I /
;4 ‘\l iy N Y 4
[fhe T
p" { 4
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Digar Orange Coundy Board of Educsniion,

I, Brlit Fant, do sclemply swear that the following is tue to the best of my knowiadge.

'm*p-:) { Mesa Schooi Drisiviet.
re Steie Standards,

3 Britt Fani. My daoghter is 2
his is iny affidavit of how cuhappy I am
7

I belicve that the standards are low and unaceepisbiz, T he L?L-dbhh Stendards wa had
i,l,'o, to Lommon Uore wers far more superior. [ feel 11 not help my
: i curcer ready, instead she ot &e able to

e m;@utm ity to obizin a

4 5usees %..i CRreeEr.

My wife and [ hay L inst ¢ wgh ' ver Wi%i "}'.iivt be wi?snf*izw p ;o"‘: sche cl nexi
veur as she enfers ‘““ -

have my daug
becavse he
the schooi « e"“‘?ua Bore in T uf;‘ Was gre warﬁ was so gratefi aaa my dan :ji’{i‘f:
would ahle to reap the benefits of tiis.

LL smc., [ at NL 1::;,!;‘*

It is very sad and reprebensi

of outstanding standards and re
Conuncn Core Sizie Stondar




November 17, 2614

Dear Orange County Board of Education,
[ ‘

o

I, Rah Faui, do solemnly swear that the following is true to the best of my knowledg

My name is Ruth Faat. My deughter is a first grader in the Newport Mesa Schoo!
District. This is my affi davit of h unhappy [ am with the Common Core Stais
Standards (CCES),

I'helisve that the standards az inappropriate and inadequaie. The California Standards
we bad prior ce COES was far more superior. This siatement is based on the many
speeches T, Sandrs b*f)t:ky Or. James Milgram and Ze've Wurman have made
regariing ‘iheh knowiedge of CCSS.

Lhave aiso spoke with many teachers regarding their thuuguts of CCSS, They are very
frostrated with the new sias 1ﬂam° and fee! that the standurds are horrible, ' hey arg trying
1o go above and bevond for their students but still fear speaking out ag gainst it because

they do not want to icose their J(}b cr feel that they will be branded as an insubordingis,

My husband and i kave decided that our dauglhter will not be atiending public school next
year as she eriters 2" grade. W do not want to expose our d.mgm‘.r f¢ the harms of
Common Core. Our f‘aughter is not a guinea pig and the schoci, the district and the
government das not besa given our ;yrim. sion io teeat her h;:a o, i¢. They should have
vetted these standards before California adopted them. I have ex: pressed our decision to
pull cur daughier ovs of the public school to many ieachers. Even thou gh they
anderstand why we wish o pull her cut they have also asked me 1ot to le""c because
they feel that T will not be able to be as effective in tighting Comunon Core if ray child is
not in the public school svstem:.

As much as T am commiitad to f"ghth:g Conmmon Core I cannot continue to exposs my
daughier 10 the damage Common Cose will cause ber. 1 will continue my fight against
Commen Core. [ believe thal it is worth the fight and that it will be equally importani to
fight it even if my Caughter is not exposed to it. The Awerican childrsn necd our help.

Thaok yoa for your {ime.

Sincersly,

i) Ay
Raiu Fant



L] See Altached Documerit (Moiary to cross out lines -5 halow)
L Sea Slatemenit Balow (Lines 1-5 io he completed oniy by docurient signer(s], not Motary)

Blgnatura of Desurnant Signer No. 1

Slate of California
f""’-.

- )
G r

R P TR
County of __ L/ TA ! el

Subserived and swom o {or affirmed) bafors ms on this

A i J
] G“{ . F s ;“ Y . 7 -
1 day of __A/ A/ e i1 4 , 264 by
bae 42 [/ jy-"‘ W Vear
e ’ F
()____ /¥ ,

Nerrio ¢of 8§

P T YT e preved to me on the basis of satisfaciory evidence
£ 0 be the person who appearad before ms () ()

{and
7 T

L9 — S

Mama of figner
proved tc me on the basly of satistactory evidence
to be the persop-wio eppoaréd bafors ma.)
/v Jy

N I L N,

S
Siga0re of 1o tary Fublic

Signature

Piacs Hotary Seasl Abcve
P ot W
—— COPTIONAL

Tizugh the informaiion Lalow s not recuircd by law, it may prove
valtabla o perzons ralying on the decument and could prevant
fraudulent removeal and reattacirnent of this forin to analher dosuinen).

Eini

Bl
Top of thumb here

Furtigr Desgrintion of if}ny Allacheg Davement

Ly ~ i ’_=
"_;"-":/:1 ﬁd:,;{/ /i ,/f 7 /GLJ'."A?!

7
Titt2 or Type of Document;_X.&

' D ) /
Dosument Datu: _J /7 7 e ¢ "/ Mumber of Pagns: L4

e aairaiNolary.org Hom 45010 Fam



I, Laura O’Neal, residing at 11545 Allen, Tustin CA horn on September 9, 1967, | swear the
below linformation that 1 am giving is true:

Fremoved my childrai from the Tustin School District in Septernber 2014, My children Rilay
and Morgan O'Neal ettended the public schocls from 2005-2014. The schools that Riley C'iseal
anc Morgan O'Neal attended were Petei’s Canyon Elerentary and Pionear Middie scheol in
Tustin Ranch. The reason for the removai was the implerentation of Common Coie Siate
Standards and the change in the curriculum.

it was with much regrat that | had to pull my children from 2 school that we both loved. | with
all good conscience could net continue (o expose them to standards that | do net agrae with.

-
S / -_‘; e s p / A -
= 4"3 S g { e ; ( -~ L \i(‘,?szs...,/ (

.

was M. O'Neal
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STATE OF CA
COUNTY OF Crange

238ica ’}regim being duly swoin according (o iav, deposes and atiesis under penaliy of
perjury w tee foliowing:

I, Jessica Treglia, of the City of Tivine, State of CA, being fust duly sworn on oath, siate

fvn oy fee
i85

1. 1am over 18 years of age and competent crough to festify of my own knowledge
of the facts stated hﬂ"em

2. All the facts stated by me herein are trus, correct and coniplete to the best of my
knowiedge and undersianding.

3. In2013, I removed my children from Red Hili Lutheran School becanse thay
adopted Common Core Siate Standards without first holding a pubiic meeting for
parents who were p*y“lg tuition to have iheir kids attend the school. When |
asked ihe principal to provids evidence to back the clatrs made by the
proponenis of the new standavds, she was ungble io direct me to a particular
school or district using the siandeids with sucesss.

4. Inihe fali of 2013, my fourth grade son was struggling with the new Common
Core maih. I'was apable o ftnd a public school in my area that had not adopied
e standards. W‘mn I calied my lecal neighboihond school, T was toid they were
auog’:m% commen € re, i;Lr‘vf-h they knew very iittle about the de"cmprner i€ of

wie standards or the new changes in Math and English. My husbaad and 1 bad 1o
find 2 small aice.z:n:_z;uve; schonl in order to provide our children with & w ’31'
e::‘:.;med and proven 2ducational system. As a pareni, I feel my children should
ot be subjected to an experimental education reform based on very new science
refated to educational data mining and lear ming auslvtics,

3. Currentiv, we drive to Yorbe Linda, CA to attend 4 non Comimen Cere schiool. I
is teirible that there are so few al:,-.,n.sat. ves for pa: ents and cpiidren in one of the
wealthiest counties in CA. Both of our ¢ hildren, nowever, are excelling as a
result of 2 classicul educaiion model. My son is now a student who loves math.
He is mastering the fundamenials md woerking hard without the added and
unnecessary confusion built into the Comrmon Core math standardz.

{Printed Name of difiam ) Fezuica Treglia ! J
_, { __
; __z-....v.—:,..‘» f-"’ —
(Fignoiure of 4if ..n..t) P N\ AT




NOTARY CEUMTIFECATION

SWORN o and subscribed before me, this the

NOTARY PUBLIC

My Cormnission Expires:

, 20
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County for 19 vears.

My name Is Eric Stoefting. | am 48 years old and have lived continuously in Orange

I am the fathier of four daughiers, three of which graduaied from either Paciic Coast
High School or ACCESS, and one which is still currently aitending CHEF.

My three oider daughiers are all currenily pursuing higher education. Ona is currently
in medical echocl, ong is in nursing, and ona is studying for 2 degree in nub tcn

irst giva credit o their faith in God for their curren”c success bui | am also confident
at their years in GHEFP and PCHE/ACCESS helped to dramaticsliy prepaie them for

i
ir current eludiss.

i

I
th
l
i

2t of Common Cors State Siandards however | am greatly
fdure of these prograrne, Commoen Core greaily lowers the

‘lf"ih the cwrreni ons
icerned over ths a8
ma:nc;.a«ds and quality of sducation that thess programs will b3 able io offer and will

adversely affect my daughier's educsiion.

I am not aliowing my daughter to use any of the Common Jore curricuium or attend

:*;’ ) ;m non ¢ ore based classes offerad onsita. Dus to the data mining and da*"
qm’eu 3y the consoriia and the unnecessary siress relaiod {o the issting,

* going to allow my daughter 0 perticipaie in the Smarter Balanicad stats testi ng

prmg

Unless | can be COMPLETELY assured that no Commeon Core curriculum wil I ta
used and that no daia mining will rias'ii* om ihe online classes offered, | hav
uniortunately say that | wili riot be puiting my youngest dauchier ints POHS r- ?fa!!. |
say that with r sgret hecause ! feel that iheir program, espedcially in wiiting, greaily

i wiped my older daughlers in thelr academic pursuits,

Qi i
U! ¥

= m

Comrmon Corg is 2n untesiad, non-piloted, not rigorous, unfunded fedsral mandate

that must be rejected al the io ca! courty, and siate iaval. The Orange Countly Hosid of
Education must .f,fu..»e th.; unconstitutional tedaral overreach and return to uging the
pravious sizndards that m‘La:!y worksd, | have three daughiers that show thal they

o Dk Tt
G'l::s.
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Daar OCBE,

In Sepieinber 2013, the private Christizn schoo! my son attended for k-5 grade brought in Compan Core math
and & revised edition of Languags Arts books my Mary Ann Rickat. My child dramatically aHfected ro 16 i

we l2ft e scheol in Decamber 2013, He wa:z a high achiaving student and loved math. e was ai
student. The new common core math was remedial at best. He wrote on his homewcerk “child’s slay’

broughi my attention o the prohlem of this math book. He was bored and at times confused on how 1 answer &
question. Math was ne longer a clear result of seiving problems, Each wesk hs was asked to restate the problem
in his own words, ite was asked to axplain “How do you know this is corract? it was confusing and had no single
answer for test quasticns. [Lwas poorly implemented and no parent should accant this nonsense in math. | asked

: a0y

est and was told it was no longer availabla. ?? Comimon core turned math into a nightmare! 70% was

toseg hist
to be indivicuzl grade and 20% group zrade. That is completely unaccepiable that my son would only be atle to

L=

producs a “C” scere o his own and have to depend on other students to achieve his year end grade. Te achisve

&n “A” score this math required hit to work in gioups and get & group grade. Agzin nonsensel Learning to work
in groups is one thing but making it a parcentage of a grade i ridiculous!

o mere hanors math. Thera was no book for honoisi This new math was remedial, Teaching no new concepts

nthar than & strange wav to problam solve last vears prablems.

I persanaliy vistted with the math teacher (o discuss how my son missed the three estimating questions which 1
could not understand. She could not explain to e why auy son 5ot the answer wrong 1o ma. After drilling har, the
onby thing should coubd say thers was inerz than onz right answer and i he did not defend his snswers it was
wrong? !t was clear from the very baginning, not only was the book full of strange writing exercices and many
different ways to estimiale problems, it was also apparent they had each kid in class axplain their answar and the

cher would write tham on ths boarg. Various answers. All correct??

fom

if a person did not verbally provide an answer for the board and defend the answer it would bz wrong. It was very
odd te explain 16 @ math teacher that a biidge could not be buil: using these 3 different astiiating technigues.
We could not get a man on the moon using these 2 different estimating techniguss. A correct answer is & comect

answar.

The very real probiem with commen core math is that i is nothing but a way to change math up so much that all
lids reset to a remeadial place and no one exceeds)

iy son is now in a new schoo! that will never agree 1o common corel Wiary kids have transierred in and more are
- wy 5.z el B - PR @ .
cxpected. Helsin 77 grade and is excelling in Alegebra I, Had wa stayed back with the common core, e would

have Leen in course 2 which is not arepading our Kids for STEM colleges,

iy son will never sttend a public school or any private schocl with Comimen Core and the indocirination of tha
leftist ideolozy in the language arts hooks. Examplas atlached.

Sincarely,
&

o
resis Yaznak
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Trustess, vange Counly Board of Educetion

Subject: Coramon Core Siste Standards
Garreit Kayior, 3519 L. Meadowridge Rd., Orange, CA 92867
| have lived in Orange County since bivth, 1958, | received an excallent education at tending public schools in
Orange Tounty. | graduated from Foothili High/TUSD and earnad scholarships to U3E, aad then achisved a
Viasiers at Cal 5. Fuilerton. | achieved 2 99™ parcentile in math on tha SAT tast. Education in iy eva was

outstanding. Without much (was there any?) standardized testing, or Fedoral (state) standssds, our schools
turned cut ‘w’! qualifi ‘*J students each year. Since than, scores have been siipping. Is more vesting the answear?
Are axternal stand: unrelated to our lacal needs going to turn things around? Probably not. | tzach Jr. High

asd High School math. Cu!dﬂ" 1 Core meth is certalndy e diffarent mgmnf;i 5 Parernts do not ke it. Perenis don't
ucuaily tke math 'n the first place, give them something new to dislike and vou're asking for trouble. The
imglemantation is backwards. Implemient new stendards first, and then figurs out if vou liee them, or how io
raach them iater. th kes no senss,

How is the testing golng in other stales, where the stendards ase further along? In the Washington Post, 8/ 17744,
“Lommon Core testy f&!i lds in Mew <‘cm again,” they illuminale the dificuities for students with disabifities, “The
test itams were far too difficult for many studants, thus providing teachers and parents with no real information cn what they
l2arned. For many students, the tests were jittle more than exercises in {rustration. For example, on the third-grada ELA test,

sturients with dizalilitias, as a group, covld only answer about 31 parcent of the quastions carrecily, For tha bottom 25

percent of test takers with disabilitics, the scores were the same as you might expect from chanca,

Gn the eighth-grade roath test, results were similer. Thz average studant with a disability was awarded only 29 parcent of the
passible points. Students with disahilities 2t the 25" percentile got only 16 of the possibla 72 points. Similar resulis were
obtained by the stale’s English Laniguage leacnars, and results ware nct much better for studenis in high-nzeds schonl, And
“Proficiency rates continued to be homrendous lor stedents who are English Language Learnar s—only 11 parcent “passed”
math, and 3 percent “passed” the English Language Aits tests, Results were equally dismal for spaciz] education students,

whose “passing” rates were § parcent in math and 5 percent in FLA”

“Finaily, along with the release of the scores, the New Yerk State Education Departmant proviced the first official tallies of
studants whe “opted cut” from taking the exama. Beiween 58,000 and 65,000 students were opiad out of the 2014 Mew York
Comwion Cors tests by their parents,”

Testing is not 2ducation. Standards are not education. Teachars and parents determine the effectivenass of
edz-'c on. Education s learning, tailoved for the individual student. Federal standards, technology and one-size-

fits-all curriculur will not improvea scores and certainly will not improve student, parant, or teacher morale.

[ wrge vou to discontinua the imy ,.e.pdrmﬂon of the Common Coie State Standards.

"

Sincarzly, ‘
/ I
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To the Heonorable Members of the Crange Couniy Board of Bducation

= (Y

My name is Lorrie Kaylor. Thave besn a resident in tha city of Crange for ’.’w'::nry T VEArs.
nave e County my whole life, ang ! attezaéeﬁ and graduatzd from Vills Park

4 1z A S £
yeuved In Urang

i'mi & teacher, with a B.A. in Psychology, from Cal State Fullerton, and a MLA. in Bducation

LY

from Claremont Graduate University, ! hold a clear multiple subject teaching credential, i've
ngal for 17 years.

Studies show that C Common Core standards are inferior stendards. They seem to be
frustrating and even harmful o kids, and do not allow fcr‘rr’uff {zacher or parent input.

"I‘""se-m ver one greatest factor for student achieveiment is parental involvement, regardless
»fin 1come of .,:z:k;gmw id of the family. In fact, g Harvard Family Research Proiect had the
{

£

& Invelvement and Student Achiavement:
L JEYNES

Taken together the resulls «

of substantial
ait the belisf that pa 1S

\i

b

this sludy are very instructive. First, the resulls are fairly
rental involvement n?ﬂ & a;gnm\.am ,'ape‘t ACIDSS VALieus
lgtions. Second, nol ond dcs!s voluniary pereniai sN olvement have an influence, but parental
srograms do as well. Tharefors, schouls should adopt sfraiegies to enhance parental umagemem
i thelr children's schooling. Third, IG'r,.uE. S8, pnncmd*“ a:‘ce ¢c‘1 ol coungelors should familiariz
hemaelves with the facels of penmn‘r”i irvelvaiment that can help the mosi, 50 that they can buade
narents on wiat steps they can iske o become more involved. These include time-intansive
parental iwolvement activilics such a3 reading (o one's children and communicating with them,
a”ld subtls involvemant aciivities like parentsl st:.'ls: ana expectations, Given the subsianiial
influence of parenial involvement, sducators should consisiently encourage pareris to becon
more involvad in thelr shildren's schooling

Uafi
sritested methods are ori
done more on compuiers, a

tunately, with Common Core, parents are vanable {o help their children, because the
ing and unrecognizable to them. Also, the homework is being
G ix XJAO“E ars going away.

iy

I've always tried to involve parents and gave them ways that they could h-ﬂii‘a their children at
hene, which aiso helpad me as s teacher. Thfﬂ *Cemmon Core S‘\d.!"'" g re inaking this
parental invelvemsant almost impossible, and 1 helisve that student achie .'emm‘ will suffor

Fraa

T’he California 1997 were tops in the naton. The math and science wave evan refervad 1o as
the “Goid Standards.” The William 2. Fordham Institute rated a!:“a ght A's across the hoard
for £LA, Math and Science. They mated Common Core with an A- for roath, 2 B+ for ELA, and a
€ for science. Why would we exchange superior standards fm sa.-ib-’-par;’

9‘:’}' standards to help parents and teachers to continue o help

T
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éc,h,ia =l Paso Lane
Fullarton, CA 82233

Novembper 14, 2014
Board Trugleas
Crange ,ouinf, Lapariment of Education
200 Kaimus Drive
= Cominon Core Concerns
Dezr Board Trustess:
f am wiiiing to let you know how Common Core has impacted students in my district.
Firsi, ihe increased testing has hampered frue lsaming. | have \vnness-.,f: this fiyst

hand as my 10-yesr-old has had bw waen two o five *‘a=s every weak. There is no
time for desp izarning to ocour because he consiantiy needs to gei refnd'u,f for the

next test, Is the new goal of education (o develop skilied test takars as oppused o
knowledgeabls studenis? If so, why? How many jobs depend on good test-taking
skilis?

Second, | have se2n a deciine in math education. Ve seam to be .rovum
packwards, For ex.;zmplﬁ lzst year at this time, my sixih gure had started workis
through & pre-algebra texibook. This vear, the sixth grade class (sa e wauher, :~=
working on fractions and has been for cver 6 wesks. Thess students learned to add,
subtract, muitiply and divids fractions in fourth grade and are frustrated withy ?e...-.mmg
the same thing...but this ime with drawings. They would tike 0 move on but are
stuck with this regimented curriculum. What could possibly be the sducational goal
of limiting siudenis?

]

And finaily, due (o iha stress of the “not elwavs connecting” iPads and the increased
batiery of teets, soms studenis have lumed o setf-mutilating beh a\mr Thess
students have no hisiory of this king of behavior, Common C.rr-m isorder lurns out o
be & new na u}rmi psychoiogical problem. Who is ulhmn aly respansible for this type
of child abuse? Th *’Jam'm-n Core Public License spaciiically states thai neither
HNCEO nor CC \:sSC wit! be liable for anv damages, a poor endorsement of their
produci. 3o, who is responsibie? The Board? Superintendent? Principais?

i urge you, elected officials, to de sveryihing in your powar to gst Common Core and
all that goes with i {data collection, asses J.raents, falled math ﬂratw'e.:, ele) out of
ouir schaols. Thank vou.

Sincerely,

Jean Uyemori



