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My name is Kristine Gilmore- I started my career as a teacher and I have been at D.C. Everest the
past 17 years in the role of assistant principal/athletic director, elementary principal, middle school
principal and now superintendent for 11 years.

D.C. Everest is a district made up of 11 municipalities in central Wisconsin and serves around 6000
wonderful students. Early in my career at D.C. Everest approximately 10 percent of our students
qualified for free and reduced lunch and that number is now 35 per cent. Our community has become
much more culturally rich and diverse with nearly 20 percent minority students, most being English
Language Learners. We have a great school board and community focused on making sure all kids leave
our school district college and career ready. Proudly, I am also the mother of 6th, 9th and 12th graders at
D.C. Everest.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts and concerns. By nature, I am not
a political person. As superintendent, I try to see people as individuals and not sides of an aisle. I have
tried to understand viewpoints, especially when different than my own. I have also prided myself in
building consensus between all of the stakeholders in my community so that we can do the very best
things for our students.

But today I have decided I cannot sit quietly...I must express my concern about SB 619. If don’t
speak up for our children as an educator and child advocate, who can or will?

Recently when visiting one of our elementary schools and talking to the principal in the hallway, a
little girl around the age of 6 ran up, hugged my leg, and exclaimed, “I am so happy to see you.” I
replied “T am happy to see you too!” The principal asked how I knew her as she skipped away. I replied,
“I don’t.”

You see, our children do not know about this debate on the common core. What they care about it is
what happens in their classroom each day and for most of them it is a wonderful experience. During the

past three years, D.C. Everest teachers and administrators have worked diligently to write curriculum
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and lesson plans around the more rigorous common core standards. They have spent invaluable hours
working in professional learning communities; collaborating about best teaching practices and student
learning; creating intervention strategies; and using data to make decisions about how we can close the
achievement gap of our neediest children while raising the level of rigor for all students. The common
core standards have helped us to achieve these practices. Our students are seeing success and positive
results.

As a district we have worked hard to make sure we are accountable for every child. We have shown
this through our report cards, test scores, ACT scores, AP and transcripted credit courses and our
positive relationships with local businesses. This work has been challenging, time consuming, resource
driven, exhausting, and worth every minute. We are doing more to make sure our kids are reading,
writing, thinking and problem solving at a higher level, leading to students who are career and college
ready more than ever before. The Common Core is not perfect, no standards are. But if you were to
force us to start over, it will be bad for our kids, our teachers and our community.

This bill creates a high level of uncertainty and anxiety for our schools, teachers, and students. It
leads to questions such as:

o Will the standards potentially change every election?

e Will our limited resources be spent on a process that is more about politics than children?
e Do tell teachers their hard work and expertise is not valuable?

e Or how will we adequately assess student progress when we are unsure of the target?

It is my job to make sure that the little girl I talked about today has a teacher whose number one
focus is on her daily needs and learning success. Please don’t hamper our ability to do what we need for
all boys and girls. The most valuable thing we can do is have our teachers engaged with our children
cach day. This is a “big people” issue. I ask that you don’t let it become a “little person” problem. Please
remove the politics from the standards. Allow school boards. administrators, and teachers the latitude to
do their job to meet the needs of all of our children. We are on the right course — please let us continue
to move forward.

Thank you for your time.
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Dear Education Committee Members:

‘

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today. | am Dr. JoAnn Sternke. Since 2001 | have been blessed to
serve as the Superintendent of Schools in the Pewaukee School District. Itis ajob I love in a community | love. |
stand before you today with a deep commitment to our mission of opening the door to each child’s future.
Because 6fthis, | am here today asking you to oppose SB619 regarding creation of a Model Academic Standards
Board. This bill is bad for our children and bad for the future of our state. This legislation would dramatically
change the way educational standards are developed in Wisconsin and repeal the currently adopted Math a_nd
English Language Arts standards that are working in my own school community and in Wisconsin. It would also
allow legislators to impact the development of future standards in other curricular areas. In light of this dramatic
proposition you are considering, | hope you will consider some questions | raised at the last hearing on this topic:

1) Why repeal what works? The current standards in place are rigorous, clear and specific. They offerja road
map for teachers at each grade level, a vast improvement to Wisconsin’s previous model. They raise the bar
and prompt students to think more critically and solve more complex problems while still focusing on content
knowledge. But what | respect even more is that they are not a curriculum; they still leave great flexibility °
about how we follow that road map at the local level. In my 30+ years in education | can say with confidence
these are the best standards I have worked with. | appreciate their clarity, focus on high expectations, and

“their flexibility. et : : L

2) Why pull the rug out when we have evidence these standards are working? We have embedded the math
and English Language Arts standards in our own local curriculum since 2010. | can say with assuredness that .
they are working in Pewaukee. We measure college- and career-readiness extensively. Since we
incorporated the standards into our curriculum, we-have seen the largest jump in our ACT scores over a three
year period, with scores rising 1.2 points in the last 3 years, from a composite score of 23.1 to 24.3. This
increase is twice as high as any three year improvement in the past fifteen years. We also see student )
achievement increasing at the elementary level. Instead of citing data, | will offer a brief anecdote. Last week |
was reading “The Little Engine That Could” to a group of second graders and unprompted at the completion
of the story a student raised her hand and said that the main topic of the story was about perseverance...and
she went on to explain what perseverarice is and how it was demonstrated in this text. Perseverance? Main
topic? She was, as the standards say, “integrating knowledge and ideas” at an incredibly high level. These
words from a second grader gave me pause. These standards are working. Please listen to us who have boots
on the ground and are using these standards. Students are performing at higher levels since we incorporated

_the Common Core State Standards. We have evidence to prove it. ' '

3) Why “scrap” the Common Core? Some legislators say we should scrap the Common Core. To be honest, |
find that word “scrap” so affronting -- as if our valuable resources of time, money and people are something
that can just be thrown to a scirl'ap' heap. | truly don’t think you understand what an investment we have made
in implementing these standards. Our terrific teachers are dedicated to helping students learn and deserve-
good tools & processes from us to do the good work they so want to do. Our teachers have invested greatly
in the implementation of the Common Core State Standards — using valuable professional development time
to align our curriculum and in learning improved & powerful instructional strategies to teach these more
rigorous standards. Truthfully, | don’t know how to explain to our taxpayers that we will start this process all
over and spend millions of dollars if we “scrap” what we have worked so hard to implement. | can’t in good
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4)

5)

6)

conscience look my community members in the eye and say this is a wise use of their taxpayer dollars when
we see evidence that the standards are working in our community. Why spend millions of dollars to create
new standards that we have no assuredness will be better — especially when what we have is working and
resources are so precious? And | worry if this is really a wise at a time to scrap and start over when the stakes
are so high with a new testing system and IEducator,Eﬁectiveness connecting to standards implementation?

Why do we believe “we can do better”? Do we really want “Wisconsin-specific standards” when our world is
becoming more global? \Writing standards is hard work. When [ look at the unrealistic timelines that are
proposed for re-development of new English Language Arts and math standards in this legislation, | question if

' legislators truly understand the complexity of the task at hand. If | understand correctly, you propose one

year to draft new math and Language Arts standards? One year? Please do not have this work be done by
legislative appointees; please leave it to content experts. | must also add that | appreciate that the current
standards are created from a broader perspective. We want to prepare students for their futures. | value that
the current standards were not created in isolation but reflect international benchmarks.

‘Do we really want our children’s education to be negatively impacted by legislative micromanagement or

changing political whim? We follow a strategic planning process in Pewaukee that focuses our work and
prevents us from initiative whipsaw, chaotically moving from one initiative to another. And yet this whipsaw
is what | fear may happen if SB619 is passed. There is no doubt SB619 will politicize the process of identifying
what our students need to be college- and career-ready. Respectfully, | can only say that in the last five years
as | have seen legislators increasingly insert themselves into education policy in our state, | have seen many
questionable decisions that have not benefitted children or their learning. Increased partisan politics and the
influence of special interest groups have not made things better. | fear what will happen if the determination
of what students need to learn become something subject to the views of the legislative party that is in
power. The education of our kids should be solid as bedrock, and this would create an ever-changing
landscape of uncertainty. This uncertainty won't help us at the local level and it certainly isn’t good for kids.

Why not listen to the business community? At the hearing | attended on this topic a few months ago, |
listened to many so called “experts” with no connection to Wisconsin yet highly affiliated with special interest
groups state their opinion on this topic. Please balance the many voices you are listening to as you make this
decision and listen to those of us in our state who care deeply about our children. To be blunt, we have huge
skin in the game — please listen to us. Please listen to those of us who have a proven track record of serving
students and taxpayers well. Please also listen to business and industry leaders who are depending on you for
an educated workforce. Please listen to the many business leaders who have registered their opposition to
this legislation, organizations such as the Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce, Metropolitan Milwaukee
Association of Commerce. A local firm in my community, GE, has endorsed the CCSS. The GE Foundation said
so eloquently, “Simply put, the CCSS will prepare our students for college and career and make our workforce
globally competitive.” Isn’t that what we all want? '

To close, our community — our very future as a state and nation — depends on great public education. Most
" importantly, parents, our business community and the citizens we represent expect that we will prepare students

for college and careers. Our students deserve the best. Our children, our business community and the economic

future of our state depend upon your action. Please do not support SB619.

Thank you for your service.
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Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts and beliefs today about not only SB 619, but also on the
past three years of unbelievable change. growth, improvement and strain in public education. T have been
fortunate to be an educator since 1997, serving as a middle and high school teacher in Manitowoc and Fond du
Lac as well as an administrator in North Fond du Lac. For the past 5 years I have served as superintendent of
the School District of North Fond du Lac seeing the world of education switch from labor to work relations.
embrace higher accountability for students, educators. schools and districts, as well as finally adopt and work to
implement with fidelity some great skill expectations that raise the bar for all students to be more prepared for
career and college. And now we are on the brink of implementing a statewide, on-line, adaptive assessment that
will assess to specific standards helping us better measure achievement and growth! The Common Core State
Standards are at the heart of this transformation.
loday I want to share three things with you that will help explain my understanding. as well as many of my
colleagues understanding of SB 619 and the future of education. These topics are:

e the new importance of cupcakes

e plumbers and electricians

e and finally a lesson | learned from my dad.
Yesterday I was fortunate to visit our Family and Consumer Education classroom and talk with our culinary arts
teacher Jill. She is an amazing educator who [ believe will help us become a premier culinary arts program not
only in the state but nation. As we were talking about her students and an upcoming competition, I shared with
her the great opportunity I had today to testifying about the powerful new math and language arts standards that
we are implementing (aka Common Core). She immediately said, “Since the common core, making a cup cake
is math and language arts, before it was just baking.” She went on to explain that for the first time in her career
she feels that she can support our students in the important skills of math and language arts because she knows
the expectations of skills (standards) that are expected from her students at his or her grade level. The Common
Core articulates specific skills at different levels that she, as well as physical education, art, music, social
studies, science, business, and all other educators can support through each of their unique and engaging content
arcas! No longer is math taught only in math, no longer are English teachers the only ones that teach reading
and communication. Because of the Common Core and the implementation that we have been doing across this
great state for the last 3 years a cup cake is now about math, a cup cake is now about communication and
presentation, a cup cake is a vehicle to get our students to acquire and master skills necessary to be career and
college ready. It is no longer just a baked good!

Second, as [ review SB 619 and reflect on the hearings I have attended and participated on the Common Core
State Standards, both in May of 2013 in Madison and this past October in Fond du Lac and today. I realize I
have not been to or heard of hearings that are being held on electrical standards. plumbing standards.
construction standards, health regulations, automobile standards. bridge building standards, etc. The



Governor’s Association commissioned a group of professionals to develop more rigorous and relevant math and
language arts standards to help the United States of American leap forward in its expectations of all children, to
prepare them better to compete in a new world economy and a significantly changed carcer and job force. The
standards were developed, vetted and adopted. THEY ARE SKILLS, not curriculum. They are the "what"
of education, not the how! They are cognitively measured, educationally developmentally appropriate and a
great base line. Now because of these standards, and the assessments (Smarter Balanced and ACT assessments)
that you, the legislature, has funded that will measure how we are doing helping students achieve and grow —
our state is finally on a track to have our Report Card and other tools begin to have reliability and validity AND
no matter where in this great state a family moves — parents can be assured that their child will not miss-out on
important math and language skills. The Common Core State Standards were developed by a group of
professionals. not politicians — much like our current electrical and plumbing standards! 1 guarantee none of
you. unless you were engineers or master plumbers or electricians would feel comfortable with developing and
reviewing the standards for wiring a house. or the standards for waste water treatment or standards for bridge
construction — you would leave that to the professionally trained personnel that understand those processes —
please allow education to be treated the same.

Finally. I would like to tell you a story (one many of you probably encountered in your life) about my dad.
Richard Sadoff. He passed away 13 years ago, but lives with me every day. He was big in to restoring old cars
and building things. He had a “gear-head” gene that missed me. Whenever he had time, he was in the garage
working, street-rodding a 1936 Chevy Pick-up, restoring a 1920°s Model-T. customizing a 1946 Dodge cab-
over, building a trailer, restoring pedal cars, you name it, he built and fixed it. He knew cars, antiques and how
to build like no one I ever knew. Everyday when [ went to see him in the garage. I would ask how I could help.
At first he would give me things to do, but found out quickly, I made more work for him than [ helped. Finally,
one day when T asked how I could help, he said, “if you really want to help me, please stay out of my way!™ He
said it in a caring and meaningful way, he said that if he needed help. he would ask (which he did periodically
and I became a great garage helper — supporting him)!

Today I ask all of you the same thing. please stop trying to help. You have passed many bills to change how
our schools and educators are evaluated, you have passed legislation to eliminate collective bargaining as it was
known, you have balanced the state budget with great sacrifice {rom the public sector employees, you have
funded new and important assessments, Smarter Balanced and ACT, you have decided that it is good to use
public taxpayer dollars to fund private schools that are not held accountable for results. You have done many
things to help and some things that have and still are causing significant strife. and now, as my dad would say.
and on behalf of the students, educators, support staff. and my colleagues here today; please stop trying to help
and start supporting public education! We do not need more laws, more government, more committees - we
need support and resources. We all want to improve and we all want to serve our students better! Thank you
for your time and listening today.
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Thank you, Chairman Olsen and committee members, for the opportunity to testify today in support of Senate Bill 619, T
am Julaine Appling, president of Wisconsin Family Action, an organization dedicated to strengthening, preserving and
promoting marriage, family, life and liberty in The Badger state. Helping to ensure that parents have strong educational
options and opportunities to be involved in the policies impacting the schools their children attend is extremely important
to us.

We want to thank Senator Vukmir for introducing this bill that addresses some issues important to education and
academic standards in our state.

It is reasonable and appropriate to assume that all of us want the students in Wisconsin’s public schools to receive the best
education possible and expect them to meet high standards in knowledge and skills. That’s what we are here to discuss
today. However, I submit that we can have the very best standards anyone can create, and we can have excellent teachers
in our schools and we will still likely be disappointed in our rate of success. Fundamentally, we are dealing with a
problem that is beyond the ability of standards and educators to fix and that is the breakdown of the family unit. As more
and more students come from broken or dysfunctional homes, we will find it increasingly difficult to move these students
to acceptable, let alone exceptional, academic performance. If state government is really interested in improving the
academic performance and readiness of students, then at some point it must address the family model so many of our state
policies champion.

That said, we find this particular bill to be a good step in establishing a clear process by which state academic standards
are developed and adopted in Wisconsin. Heretofore, we have had no established process, at least not at the legislative
level. Whatever process we have had has resided exclusively within the Department of Public Instruction.

To summarize, the positives we see in this bill are as follows:

It establishes a clear process for the development and adoption of state academic standards.

It ensures more involvement by Wisconsin stake holders.

It involves more than DPI in the appointment of people to the advisory board.

It brings the process more into the light of day.

- It requires opportunity for public input on the adoption of state academic standards by requiring three public hearings
at various steps in the process and before different

5. It requires an appropriate measure of legislative oversight.

6. It ensures school districts retain discretion in curriculum choices and adoption.

7. It establishes a systematic review of and potential revision of state academic standards.

8. It ensures new model academic standards in English, reading and langage arts and mathematics are proposed per the
process within one year of the bill’s enactment..

9. It emphasizes that all interested parties should be able to clearly discern that the standards are setting high standards.
10. It retains local control in that it makes no change to the current law that clearly does not require any school district to
adopt the model academic standards.
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Also, we are pleased that this bill addresses both of the concerns we have with and recommendations we made regarding
AB617.

We do have one concern with SB 619 and that involves the literacy standards that Dr. Evers and DPI unilaterally adopted
for all of Wisconsin. These literacy standards for English and math are incorporated in the academic standards, but DPI
also has adopted “Standards for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects which fall under the
Common Core State Standards umbrella. I believe the author, co-sponsors and this committee should look at potentially
amending this bill to include these standards in the review, development and adoption process proscribed in this
legislation.

Thank you for your time. I am happy to answer questions.
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Thank you, Chairman Olsen and committee members, for the opportunity to testify today in support of Senate Bill 619, 1
am Julaine Appling, president of Wisconsin Family Action, an organization dedicated to strengthening, preserving and
promoting marriage, family, life and liberty in The Badger state. Helping to ensure that parents have strong educational
options and opportunities to be involved in the policies impacting the schools their children attend is extremely important
to us.

We want to thank Senator Vukmir for introducing this bill that addresses some issues important to education and
academic standards in our state.

It is reasonable and appropriate to assume that all of us want the students in Wisconsin’s public schools to receive the best
education possible and expect them to meet high standards in knowledge and skills. That’s what we are here to discuss
today. However, [ submit that we can have the very best standards anyone can create, and we can have excellent teachers
in our schools and we will still likely be disappointed in our rate of success. Fundamentally, we are dealing with a
problem that is beyond the ability of standards and educators to fix and that is the breakdown of the family unit. As more
and more students come from broken or dysfunctional homes, we will find it increasingly difficult to move these students
to acceptable, let alone exceptional, academic performance. If state government is really interested in improving the
academic performance and readiness of students, then at some point it must address strengthening families in a variety of
ways.

That said, we find this particular bill-to be a good step in establishing a clear process by which state academic standards
are developed and adopted in Wisconsin. Heretofore, we have had no established process, at least not at the legislative
level. Whatever process we have had has resided exclusively within the Department of Public Instruction.

To summarize, the positives we see in this bill are as follows:

It establishes a clear process for the development and adoption of state academic standards.

It ensures more involvement by Wisconsin stakeholders.

It involves more than DPI in the appointment of people to the advisory board.

It brings the process mare into the light of day.

It requires opportunity for public input on the adoption of state academic standards by requiring three public hearings
at various steps in the process and before different bodies.

6. It requires an appropriate measure of legislative oversight.

7. It ensures school districts retain discretion in curriculum choices and adoption.

8. It establishes a systematic review of and potential revision of state academic standards.

9. It ensures new model academic standards in English, reading and language arts and mathematics are proposed per the
process within one year of the bill’s enactment.

10. It emphasizes that all interested parties should be able to clearly discern that the standards are setting high standards.

11. It retains local control in that it makes no change to the current law that clearly does not require any school district to
adopt the state model academic standards but does require all school districts to adopt standards.
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Also, we are pleased that this bill addresses both of the concerns we have with and recommendations we made regarding
AB 617, related to who appoints advisory committee members and the amount of time before the current standards in
math and English were reviewed.

We do have one concern with SB 619 and that involves the literacy standards that Dr. Evers and DP1 also unilaterally
adopted for all of Wisconsin. These literacy standards for English and math are incorporated in the academic standards,
but DPI also has adopted “Standards for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects” which fall
under the Common Core State Standards umbrella. I believe the author, co-sponsors and this committee should look at
potentially amending this bill to include these standards in the review, development and adoption process proscribed in
this legislation.

Thank you for your time. Tam happy to answer questions.
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Thank you for the opportunity to speak. My name is Michelle Langenfeld and I serve as the
Superintendent of Schools and Learning in the Green Bay Area Public Schools.

. . . , ) GREEN BAY AREA
Since the adoption of the Common Core State Standards in 2010, we have invested time, energy and PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT

resources developing and implementing curriculum, instruction and measures aligned to the Common
Core. We chose to invest, not because of any mandate, but because the Common Core supports our
district’s mission, ensuring that all students are college, career and community ready inspired to succeed
in our diverse community.

All learning. All growing

More specifically, we chose to invest in the Common Core State Standards for the following reasons:

*  The CCSS are much more rigorous than the previous Wisconsin standards.

»  The CCSS closely align with the skills our partners in higher education and the business community identify as necessary to
ensure college and career readiness.

¢ The CCSS ensure that a student can move across the state or even the country and expect to have access and receive a high
quality education, aligned to college and career readiness standards, regardless of zip code.

» The CCSS provide a clear set of learning targets identifying what is expected of students to know and be able to do. This
affords not only teachers and students but also parents, as well as the community, a common language and shared
understandings. In doing so, parents and community can more meaningfully engage in the education of ALL children from
cradle to career.

Since the adoption of CCSS, we have invested taxpayer dollars as follows:
e $6M — We purchased textbooks, materials, and technology to align with our new curriculum at a price tag
of approximately $6 million.
e $540,000 — We provided hundreds of hours of professional development for our teachers, specific to the
CCSS at a price tag of $540,000.

The investment of money, staff time, and resources has been quite significant at a total of $311 per student. If this amount per student
is consistent across the state, it would mean Wisconsin taxpayers have already spent a total of $270 million for the work to align
district curricula to the CCSS.

After considerable investment in preparing for the CCSS, we are now faced with the possibility that the governor and state legislature
will decide to replace them with something that has yet to be determined. Changing direction with our state standards at this late date
is not a prudent decision nor is it a wise use of taxpayer dollars.

Wisconsin school districts have been exhausting current and adding additional resources so that both students and educators are
successful in meeting and exceeding the Common Core State Standards.

Never has it been more important that we support our schools in their commitment to each student to be college, career, and
community ready.

Please consider the following:

1. Costs
¢ Where will the money come from if CCSS are scrapped?
e Do taxpayers deserve to re-invest in something that we haven’t even had time to implement and measure?
¢ Do the students in the state of Wisconsin deserve to go backward?

2.  More Rigorous “Wisconsin™ Standards
e  What is the replacement?
* How do we know the current standards are not rigorous enough?
*  How will we know if and when the new standards are better?

We respectfully ask you to please continue our work on the CCSS for the sake of Wisconsin’s children and Wisconsin's taxpayers.
We recognize that there is always room for improvement. Please give us the time needed to carefully evaluate the implementation and
student outcomes. When we do this, it will be much easier to see where improvements could be made. This will also ensure that the
investment of time, resources, and millions of dollars already spent by districts across the state will not go to waste. Thank you.



Green Bay Press Gazette — February 24, 2014
Editorial: Scrap Senate bill, not Common Core

A proposal in the state Senate would establish a board to set state academic standards, effectively ending the Common
Core.

Adopted four years ago by state Department of Public Instruction Superintendent Tony Evers, the Common Core sets
academic standards for public school districts in the state. Wisconsin is one of 45 states that have signed on.

Wisconsin schools are in their second year of teaching a curriculum that meets the rigorous standards for math and
reading. Tests are scheduled for fall 2014 to assess the progress. (The science and social studies standards have been put
on hold as costs are examined.)

Now some Republican legislators want to undo what has been in place in classrooms the last two years and the very
standards the DPI has been using since 2010 to guide its curriculum and education decisions.

The Common Core standards have had their opponents, both in the Legislature and in the classroom, but it would be
unwise and premature to scrap them now. It appears that politics, not education, is the driving force

Gov. Scott Walker has supported the Common Core in the past. In 2012 in the governor’s Read to Lead Task Force
report, Walker wrote how the state adopted the Common Core “in response to the need to improve state standards and
create a common set of expectations for children across the country.” He called the new standards “more rigorous.”

Since then, it appears he has backed off that claim and now backs this current Senate proposal.

Under SB 619, a 15-member Model Academic Standards Board of educators, parents and people with an education
background would be created to draft standards. The DPI superintendent would serve on the board as well as four people
he or should would appoint; the governor would name six members; the Senate majority and minority leaders would
appoint one each; and the Assembly speaker and the minority leader would each appoint one.

If this is truly to be objective and nonpolitical, why does the governor appoint more members than the DPI chief?
Critics of the Common Core cite the loss of local control and the lowering of standards.

First of all, the Common Core wasn’t required by the federal government. It wasn’t even produced by the federal
government. It was developed by a national group of state school officials with leadership from the National Governors
Association and the Council of chief State School Officers.

Plus, it sets a baseline for standards. Schools can exceed the standards if they decide. Also, the schools set the
curriculum; the Common Core doesn’t.

Green Bay School District Superintendent Michelle Langenfeld wrote to legislators that the Common Core “closely
aligns with the skills our partners in higher education and the business community identify as necessary to ensure college
and career readiness” through a “rigorous and relevant curriculum.”

Second, how does the Common Core lower academic standards? By all accounts, the standards are higher. At a hearing
on Common Core, West Bend School District Superintendent Ted Nietzke called them “the highest standards I’ve seen.”

Walker has called for “higher and more rigorous” academic standards, without stating what that means. In fact, the
standards are more rigorous.

What opponents don’t mention is the cost. Schools in Wisconsin have already spent $25 million to adopt the Common
Core standards. Langenfeld’s letter to legislators says that educators here have put in time, energy and resources in
“implementing curriculum, instruction and measures aligned to the Common Core.”

If the Common Core were an absolute failure, we’d support changing course. But there’s no evidence of that. What we
do see is a minority viewpoint that strikes the popular chord of loss of local control, something we haven’t seen.

These academic standards haven’t even had a time to work, and it would be unwise to scrap them for a more politicized
approach in these times of hyper-partisanship.
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Good afternoon. My name is Brenda Warren, and I am President of the School Board
for the Green Bay Area Public Schools.

As soon as the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) were approved three years ago
our district went to work, because our teachers and administrators saw the increased
rigor and were excited to put them into place. We felt they would help us better
prepare all our students to be college, career, and community ready. Our teachers and
administrators spent hundreds of hours rewriting curriculum to align with the CCSS
and we also created report cards based upon the new standards. We purchased
textbooks, materials, and technology to align with our new curriculum at a price tag
of approximately $6 million. We also provided hundreds of hours of professional
development for our teachers specific to the CCSS at a price tag of $540,000 because
we wanted to be sure our teachers were very knowledgeable about the standards and
well-prepared to teach using them.

The investment of money, staff time, and resources has been quite significant, at a

total of $311 per student. If this amount per student is consistent across the state it
would mean Wisconsin taxpayers have already spent a total of $270 million for the
work to align district curricula to the CCSS.

After our considerable investment in preparing for the CCSS, we are now faced with the
possibility that the governor and state legislature will decide to replace them with something that
has yet to be determined. Changing direction with our state standards at this late date is not a
prudent decision nor is it a wise use of taxpayer dollars.

The CCSS are much more rigorous than the previous Wisconsin standards. They have required
our teachers to explore new and exciting teaching strategies. One of our district’s very
experienced and superb language arts teachers said to me a year ago after a 2-day in-service on
the Common Core State Standards, “Wow, if we do this right, we will have something better
than we’ve ever had before.” I respectfully ask you to please let us work under the CCSS, for
the sake of the taxpayers and our students. Once we have taught using them for a couple of
years, it will be much easier to see where improvements could be made. This will also ensure
that the investment of time, resources, and $270 million already spent by districts across the state
will not go to waste. Thank you.
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Good Afternoon,

Thank you for this opportunity to speak. My name is Michelle Langenfeld and I serve as
Superintendent in the Green Bay Area Public Schools.

There are many common, well-understood sets of standards that frame and guide work and play.
The example that comes to mind is the standards for running a marathon. A marathon runner can
g0 to any state or any country in the world to compete and know what is expected. The standard
length for a marathon is 26.2 miles. There is always a starting and a finish line. There is a clearly
defined racecourse. In addition, there are always places along the way to measure and record
progress.

While there are many standards in a marathon, “the how” to complete the 26.2 mile race is not
defined. Marathon runners determine how they prepare and execute during the race. While some
might argue that there are best practices, there are no required training regimens or rules regarding
“the how.” Runners choose everything from the food that they eat before, during and after a race
to determining shoes, clothing, race pace and the list goes on.

Similarly, the Common Core does not define “how to teach” to achieve the standards or learning
targets. This affords school districts and boards of education significant local control.

In the Green Bay Area Public Schools, we have invested time, energy and resources developing
and implementing curriculum, instruction and measures aligned to the Common Core. We chose to
invest, not because of a mandate, but because the Common Core supports the district’s strategic
roadmap focused on ensuring that all students are college, career and community ready inspired to
succeed in our diverse community.

Here are some examples of alignment:

First, the Common Core closely aligns with the skills our partners in higher education and the business
community identify as necessary to ensure college and career readiness. Through the process of continuous
improvement, we use the Common Core learning targets as a baseline, guiding the development and
implementation of rigorous and relevant curriculum and instruction that is purposefully designed to increase
student achievement while closing the opportunity gap as well as the employability gap.

Second, during the 2012-13 school year, we served 1,081 homeless students through McKinney Vento.
With such a highly mobile population, the Common Core ensures that a student can move across the state
and expect to access and receive a high quality education, aligned to college and career readiness
standards, regardless of zip code.

Third, the 21,000 students and families we serve come from very diverse backgrounds. With 35 different
international languages spoken in our homes, language can become a barrier.

Implementing a clear set of learning targets affords parents as well as the community, a common language and
shared understanding of what students are expected to know and be able to do. Because of the shared
understandings, parents and the community can more meaningfully engage in the education of ALL children
from cradle to career.

In closing, I want to thank you for listening and wish to invite you to visit our schools. When you come, you can
speak to students and staff and hear first hand how we are using the Common Core learning targets to increase
rigor as well as prepare all students for college and careers in the 21" century.
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To: Senate and Assembly Select Committees for Review of the Common Core
State Standards Initiative

From: Dr. Nancy Chartier, Green Bay Area Public School District Director of Elementary
Teaching and Learning

Re: ~ Common Core Standards Initiative Legislative Hearing Testimony

The Common Core State Standards have provided school districts a framework for
learning and heightened accountability that has been drastically over looked in
previously adopted standards.

To date | have spent upwards of 6,400 hours analyzing and working collaboratively with
teams of educators to interpret the Common Core State Standards. The inquiry based
process has allowed both educators and administrators the opportunity to gain a deeper
understanding of what students need to know and be able to do in reading and
mathematics. Provided with grade level explicit standards infused with college and
career knowledge and skills, educators collaboratively developed instructional units of
study, created common assessments, and recommend relevant resources. Never before
has a greater emphasis been placed on “teaching today for tomorrow”.

The Green Bay Area Public School District recognizes the increased rigor and depth of understanding
and has identified that all students be actively engaged in the learning process as a district priority.
The days of instruction mirroring a teacher lecture as the only source of information and students
working in isolation are replaced with individualized guided instruction, focused mini-lessons, and
collaborative classrooms. A local level expectation for creating an environment that fosters self-
directed learning and provides an opportunity for every child to exceed the identified grade level
expectation. Never before has greater emphasis been placed on developing “learners for life”.

Although the Common Core Standards do not suggest “how” to teach they have created a sense of
urgency for rethinking teaching for understanding. It will take concerted efforts from both higher
education and PK-12 education to meet the professional needs of current educators and
administrators. The implementation of practices to support educators “real-time” in making strategic
instructional decisions and implementing best practices will be imperative to all students graduating
college and career ready. Never before has a systemic embedded professional development plan
focused on student learning and operational in every school been so critical.

Wisconsin school districts have been exhausting current and adding additional resources so that both
students and educators are successful in meeting and exceeding the Common Core State Standards.
Never has it been more important that we support our schools in their commitment to each student
college, career, and community ready.
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Good afternoon, and thank you for this opportunity to address you today. My name is Michael
Friis, and I am the Director of Teaching and Learning for Secondary Schools in the Green Bay
Area Public School District.

The Green Bay Area Public School District operates under the premise and belief that all
students can learn. It is our district’s mission to ensure that all students graduate college,
career, and community ready, inspired to lead in our diverse community. We recognize and
embrace accountability measures, as we are responsible to the community that funds us. We
refuse, however, to compromise our beliefs about the importance of educating the whole child.
It is partly for this reason that we have welcomed the adoption of the Common Core State
Standards, as we believe that they support, from a baseline, the sorts of expectations we hold
for ourselves and our students. Frankly, it is a matter of equity and social Justice that all
students be given an opportunity to experience a rigorous, standards-based education.

I do recognize, however, that we are here not to speak about the premise that all students can
learn, but about a series of premises related specifically to the Common Core State Standards.
Thus, let me address them individually.

Premise 1: Local Control matters in education

The Green Bay Area Public School District accepts this premise. Further we believe that the Common
Core State Standards give us the latitude to determine what courses we offer, who we partner with in the
community, and the instructional framework we support our teachers using. They give us a common
baseline from which we can all work from to build a rigorous curriculum that is standards-based, barrier
free, and universally accessible.

Premise 2: College, Career and Community readiness are important aspects of being a prepared
graduate

We accept this premise as well. In Green Bay we have wonderful partnerships with community leaders,
organizations and businesses. Collectively we work to define what college, career and community
readiness looks like. Restricting our definition to the local level would be a bit short sighted however, as
the students we serve must be prepared for global competition and a world that we do not yet live in. We
believe that the Common Core helps us understand what it takes to be college, career and community
ready beyond our locality. In our district, which has significant numbers of students categorized as
highly mobile, our adoption of the Common Core guarantees that all students have access to curricular
offerings that are grounded in these standards developed across the nation. We believe this helps with
the transition into or out of our district for any highly mobile, and potentially most vulnerable, learners
that we serve.

Premise 3: Public schools must be accountable both fiscally, and for student learning

We accept this final premise as well. We are accountable to our community for student learning as well
as stewardship of tax dollars. We recognized from the get-go that Common Core adoption must be
planned strategically and in line with multi-year budgeting. Our analysis of the Common Core was not
controversial and we have been able to plan long term to ensure proper implementation.

Thank you for your time today.

Regards,

Michael T. Friis

Director of Teaching and Learning for Secondary Schools

Green Bay Area Public School District
Green Bay, WI
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To:  Senate and Assembly Select Committees for Review of the Common Core
State Standards Initiative

From: Stephen Miller, Director of Assessment, Green Bay Area Public School District
Re:  Common Core State Standards Legislative Hearing Testimony

I'want to begin my remarks today by sharing a story about a child named Ryan. Ryan was able to
attend Kindergarten and First Grade in District “A”. As an example of what Ryan learned in first
grade, let’s look at Mathematics. In Mathematics, Ryan learned how to add 3 digit numbers. The
First grade teacher told Ryan’s mother that he is “very good in Mathematics.” Ryan’s parents
divorced as he started Second Grade. Ryan moved with his Mom to a new community where he
attended School District “B”. Ryan was once again given the opportunity to learn how to add 3
digit numbers. The summer before Ryan entered third grade his mother remarried and he moved
again and started his third new school in District “C”. In his last school, Ryan did not learn how
to multiply 3 digit numbers because that was covered at the beginning of third grade in District
“B”. For Ryan, being expected to divide 3 digit numbers was now beyond his knowledge and
capabilities. Since Ryan is in the third grade he is taking the State assessment. Ryan was
categorized as minimally proficient on that state assessment.

We have to wonder how many Ryans are out there. In first grade Ryan was on track in Mathematics, yet
by third grade Ryan is minimally proficient.

What could be done to ensure that District A, B, and C are all playing from the “same sheet of music™?
How should we conduct our educational system to ensure all students have the same opportunities
regardless of the movement between Districts?

Fifteen years ago, Wisconsin adopted the Model Academic Standards, covering grades 4, 8, and 12.
Wisconsin school districts, left to fill in the interim standards on their own, developed and implemented
interim grade standards and assessments. This fractured approach created the circumstance that we
examined in Ryan’s case.

In 2010 Wisconsin adopted the Common Core State Standards. The Common Core State Standards
provide a solid learning progression at each grade level and provide an unprecedented opportunity to
collaborate with other educators across the state and the nation to ensure that all students are prepared to
graduate college, career and community ready. Students that move between districts in Wisconsin have
the opportunity to remain on-track and ready for their post-secondary dreams.

Today, we find ourselves three years into our Common Core implementation. Districts have been
preparing students to meet these standards. The alignment of the standards to a Spring testing schedule
will allow us to know what a child has learned at each grade level.

To quote Mike McCarthy, "The train has left the station.” We have moved past 15 year old standards that
create gaps between Districts and jeopardize the quality of education for students in Wisconsin. Let's not
hold the students of our state back by derailing the train this far down the line. Let's do the right thing for
students like Ryan. Let’s keep Wisconsin moving forward, preparing all students to graduate college,
career and community ready.
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TO: Dr. Michelle Langenfeld X

From: Andrea Landwehr, Executive Director of Teaching and Learning

Re: Common Core State Standards Legislative Review

1.

GREEN BAY AREA
PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT

All learning. All growing.

1997 Adoption of Department of Public Instruction’s Model Standards:

Background

From 1997-2009, the Green Bay Area Public School’s Curriculum Department led focused efforts
on designing grade level benchmark standards in grades 4K-11 that aligned to the Wisconsin
Model Standards for grades 4, 8 and 12 in the areas of English Language Arts, Math, Science,
and Social Studies. Copies of second, sixth and tenth grade benchmark standards are attached
for your review in the four core areas.

In 2006, curriculum teams began the process of writing curriculum using the researched based
framework, Understanding by Design, as a curriculum planning framework to unwrap the
essential grade level skills and strategies, develop assessments, adopt content specific resources
and plan for meaningful learning in the classroom. Curriculum teams used Eclipse, an internet
based curriculum management system to organize curriculum and make it accessible to
teachers.

Professional learning on both the Model State Standards and the district benchmark standards
was designed by each curriculum team at the completion of the writing for each curricular area
and provided to the appropriate teachers.

Adoption of the Common Core State Standards:

Timeline and Process

The Green Bay Area public schools adopted the Common Core State Standards in the spring of
2010. The following is a timeline of curriculum alignment and implementation:
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English Language Arts
2010-2011

Throughout the 2010-2011 school year, curriculum for current elementary and secondary ELA
courses was reviewed to determine alignment with the Common Core State Standards (CCSS).

Grade K-6 teams were organized and provided with professional learning to begin the writing of
the curriculum and selection of resources to align with the CCSS. This began with professional
learning on the understanding of a “standards-based” versus a “standards-referenced”
curriculum.

Curriculum teams worked in partnership with CESA 7 to provide additional support in the
understanding of the CCSS by unwrapping the standards and learning more about the specific
skills, strategies and proficiency outcomes at the end of each grade level or grade band.

Teams of content teachers at the secondary level were formed to look at the 6-12 Literacy
Standards for History, Social Studies, Science and the Technical Areas. The goal was to support
teacher understanding of the role they play in teaching students to read, write and think as
historians, scientists, etc.

2011-2012

The formal process of writing curriculum aligned with the CCSS began thié year for all K-6 ELA
writing teams. Essential questions, assessments, a progression of learning and grade specific
units of study were developed by all teams. Mentor texts for whole group instruction, along
with text sets at various instructional levels for small group instruction, were selected as
resources to support the learning of the new standards.

Grades 7 and 8 ELA teams began the process of deepening their understanding of the CCSS and
aligning their curriculum work with expected grade level outcomes.

2012-2013

K-8 curriculum teams continued their work on writing curriculum, designing assessments,
developing a pacing guide, a learning progression and writing units of study that included
additional resources to support the learning of the CCSS. Professional learning was also
provided for all teachers to ensure that they understood the implications the CCSS had on
teaching and learning in the classroom.

Grades 9-10 began their work with aligning ELA 9 and ELA 10 with the CCSS. An additional shift
was made to learning about an instructional framework for all ELA classrooms that allowed
opportunities for small collaborative group learning at a student’s instructional level.
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2013-3014

Grades K-8 began implementation of the new curriculum aligned with the CCSS in the fall of
2013.

Grades 9-10 are continuing their work on designing new curriculum and selecting resources that
align with the CCSS.

Grades 11-12 have begun the work of unwrapping standards and designing curriculum to align
coursework for both ELA 11 and grade 11-12 ELA electives to the CCSS.

Math
2010-2011

Throughout the 2010-2011 school year, K-5 curriculum teams began work to unwrap the
Common Core State Standards for Math. Resources were evaluated and the adoption of Math
Expressions was approved as a resource to support teaching and learning in the classroom.

Teachers were provided with professional learning on the CCSS and the new resource in June of
2011

2011-2012

K-5 teachers began implementation of the new curriculum using the adopted resource to design
lessons aligned with CCSS. Additionally, professional learning was provided for teachers through
math content leaders at a building level. The professional learning was on the Mathematical
Practice Standards and grade level skills, strategies and proficiency outcomes outlined in the
CCSs.

2012-2013

Grade K-5 continued their work on providing professional learning through math content
leaders on deepening their understanding of the CCSS and implications to teaching and learning
in the classroom.

Grades 6-9 began work on unwrapping the CCSS for grades 6-8 and Algebra 1. The Essential
guestions, common assessments and learning progressions were designed. Mathematical
Practice Standards were examined and embedded throughout the learning progressions.
Professional learning for grades 6-9 included an inquiry-based instructional framework.

Curriculum teams began the work of aligning Geometry to the CCSS in the spring and continued
their work over the summer.
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2013-2014

Curriculum teams have begun the work of aligning the curriculum for Geometry to the CCSS.
Additionally, all grade 6-12 teams are in the process of piloting resources to make an informed
decision on which resources should be adopted to best support the teaching and learning of the
CCSS in the classroom.

Curriculum teams will begin the work of aligning Algebra 2 to the CCSS in the spring of 2014.

Augmentation of the Standards:

Curriculum writing teams have focused on developing a scope and sequence, pacing guide, and
lesson progressions at each grade level to guide the teaching and learning in the classroom.
Common assessments and units of study have been developed in the area of ELA and math.
Exemplar learning plans have been written to guide teacher decision-making focused on best
instructional practices.

Impact on District Initiatives:

Staffing

Since the adoption of the ELA and math CCSS, six additional elementary literacy coaches have
been hired to ensure that teachers are supported at all elementary schools. In addition, full-time
literacy coaches have been hired in grades 6-8 and part-time in grades 9-12 to support the
implementation and job embedded professional learning in the ELA classrooms.

Elementary math content leaders and secondary math coaches have been hired to support the
implementation of math CCSS in K-12 classrooms throughout the district.

Professional Learning

The CCSS has made our district rethink the way we provide professional learning to our
teachers. To sustain the deep learning that needs to take place, quality learning needs to
happen within the context of a job-embedded, gradual release of responsibility model. The one-
size-fits-all model of the past will not support the various needs of teachers. An apprenticeship
approach to professional learning, allows for teachers to engage in meaningful colleague
conversations within the shared context of the classroom.

Rtl-Response to Intervention

Quality, rigorous universal curriculum is the foundation for increased student achievement.
When students are not responding to the universal curriculum, we need to provide a tiered
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approach to additional opportunities for learning. The CCSS provides us with a K-12 continuum
of learning that supports an understanding of the gaps a student may have in learning and
provide direction for intervention.

New Rigor

The Teaching & Learning Department, in collaboration with district literacy and math leaders,
believe that the adoption of the Common Core State Standards has provided our district with an
opportunity to increase the expectation of rigorous learning in our classrooms. Just adopting
the standards is not at the heart of increasing the rigor of learning. It is the collaborative
learning, focused on a deep understanding of the standards, which has a direct impact on
shaping a teacher’s practice in the classroom and providing children with an environment for
rich and rigorous learning. Additionally, the CCSS has provided us with the opportunity to
design standards based curriculum versus standards referenced curriculum. This will support
the creation of formative and summative assessments that measure expected outcomes at the
end of each grade level.

The CCSS has provided us with a shared context and focused attempt to support all teachers in
the understanding of grade level outcomes, the need for both common formative and
summative assessments and a national networking system to support our district initiatives
around teaching and learning.

Common Core State Standards Cost Incurred:

As soon as the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) were approved three years ago
our district went to work, because our teachers and administrators saw the
increased rigor and were excited to put them into place. We felt they would help us
better prepare all our students to be college, career, and community ready. Our
teachers and administrators spent hundreds of hours rewriting curriculum to align
with the CCSS and we also created report cards based upon the new standards. We
purchased textbooks, materials, and technology to align with our new curriculum at
a price tag of approximately $6 million. We also provided hundreds of hours of
professional development for our teachers specific to the CCSS at a price tag of
$540,000 because we wanted to be sure our teachers were very knowledgeable
about the standards and well-prepared to teach using them.

The investment of money, staff time, and resources has been quite significant, at a
total of $311 per student. If this amount per student is consistent across the state,
it would mean Wisconsin taxpayers have already spent a total of $270 million for
the work to align district curricula to the CCSS.

Curriculum Renewal Cycles:
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It is the Teaching and Learning Department’s belief that curriculum needs to be in a continuous
renewal phase. Due to the advancement of technology and global communications, we know
that our societal needs are rapidly changing. As a result, characteristics of a proficient graduate
are continuously being revised. Having a formal review cycle, with a process to reflect on the
changing needs of our workforce, will support an education system that remains progressive
and intuitive to the demands of a changing society.

We support a state initiative focused on a curriculum renewal cycle that includes formal review
of academic standards every 5 to 7 years. This aligns with district past practices for curriculum
revisions. In addition, we believe that we need to support a curriculum process where teachers
at the building level are continuously reflecting upon their student needs and creating content
specific units of study and learning plans designed to meet those needs. We need to support a
district structure that promotes the design of Professional Learning Communities where a
culture of learning is nurtured. We need to provide principals and teachers collaborative time
with colleagues to go deeper with their own understanding of the critical teaching and learning
that needs to take place in our schools and most importantly, individual practice in the
classroom.
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Testimony of Deputy State Superintendent Dr. Mike Thompson
and Assistant State Superintendent Dr. Sheila Briggs on 2013 Senate Bill 619

I want to thank Chairman Olsen and members of the committee for the opportunity to testify
before you today in opposition to Senate Bill 619 (SB 619). My name is Mike Thompson and I
am the Deputy State Superintendent at the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) and with me
today is Sheila Briggs, Assistant State Superintendent for the Division of Academic Excellence,
which oversees academic standards in most of the 23 subject areas in which we have state
standards. While Sheila will go into detail about the significant problems and challenges with
the bill, I’d like to open with some overarching comments about this legislation.

Quite simply, SB 619 is bad for kids. Instead of working together on how we can ensure all of
our kids are prepared to succeed after high school, this bill creates uncertainty for our students,
parents, and educators about what students should know and be able to do at each grade. It puts
the state on track to repeal the Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts and
Mathematics by early next year just as parents and educators are preparing students for new state
tests. It creates ambiguity and uncertainty about how we will assess student progress on what
could be constantly changing standards.

This bill pulls the rug out from under students, schools, and communities. It sets the stage
to throw out the hard work our schools, our educators, our parents, and our kids have done over
the past four years working to implement the Common Core. This includes thousands of hours
in staff time and professional development programs, millions of dollars spent by districts to
provide professional development and training for educators, millions of dollars spent to adopt
and implement the Common Core aligned assessments, not to mention the millions of new
dollars that will have to be spent to procure, develop, pilot, test, and review new assessments tied
to any new standards the legislative committee decides to establish.

Wisconsin educators overwhelmingly support the Common Core. The Common Core
provide a framework for educators and parents to better gauge student progress. They are a vast
improvement over Wisconsin’s previous model academic standards, and educators across the
state are already seeing positive changes in our schools as a result. You will hear today, as the
Select Committees on the Common Core heard before, testimony after testimony from schools
about how they are already seeing improved student outcomes as a result of this work, and how
they do not support changing course.

PO Box 7841, Madison, WI 53707-7841 = 125 South Webster Street, Madison, WI 53703
(608) 266-3390 = (800) 441-4563 toll free = dpi.wi.gov
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This bill politicizes something that should be apolitical — what all kids in our state should
know and be able to do when they graduate from high school. The proposed Standards
Board and the legislative process for standards adoption are partisan political processes that,
at the end of the day, put politicians in the legislature in charge of writing academic content
standards.

DPI has always supported a process of standards review and revision and has a process in place
that balances the needs of the field, the capacity of our schools, and new advances in content area
research. SB 619 does not improve this process. Instead it creates significant legal, technical,
and implementation issues that will render the standards approval process more opaque,
politicized, and convoluted. Moreover, it will create a morass in terms of its effects on education
requirements in statute and its effect on almost all the work districts and the state are doing in
education.

Let’s be clear about the elephant in the room. There is no doubt that this bill is intended to
repeal the Common Core State Standards. Otherwise, why create a board to ensure that those
calling for new Wisconsin standards have the majority? Why send the standards — which are not
administrative rules — to the Joint Committee for the Review of Administrative Rules (JCRAR),
whose co-chair, and author of this bill, has publicly called for the repeal of the Common Core?
Would anything less than full replacement of the Common Core satisfy those who are opposed?

Abandoning the Common Core now abandons the nearly four years of work that students,
parents, educators, and others have put into reaching these higher, more rigorous standards that
better prepare students for college and career. Abandoning the Common Core would upend
educator effectiveness systems, standards in other subject areas, school and district report cards,
the countless hours of work done by higher education to align their educator preparation program
curriculum, district and state staff development efforts to implement the standards, and the
curriculum and materials districts are using.

Abandoning the Common Core would require the development of new tests. This comes on the
heels of the Legislature and Governor explicitly requiring the Department to develop exams
aligned to the Common Core as part of 2011 Act 20, the 2011-13 budget bill, and providing
$12 million in funding just eight months ago as part of the 2013-15 biennial budget to fund the
state’s Common Core aligned assessments — Smarter Balanced and the ACT. Is it any wonder
why our educators are frustrated and outright confused by the mixed messages being sent?

Simply put, SB 619 is not about whats best for our kids, and not about what’s best for our state.

I’d now like to turn things over to Sheila Briggs, who will provide additional context about the
significant legal, technical, and implementation issues presented by the bill.

Wisconsin’s existing standards review process has been in place for nearly 20 years and has been
used with creating and revising 23 different sets of student standards. Whether or not you agree
with the process that we have used, SB 619 creates a much less rigorous process, and one that
puts legislators in the position to write academic standards.
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First, SB 619 creates a Model Academic Standards Board that is not required to have
any expertise or knowledge in model academic standards. The bill creates a board of

13 individuals appointed in a partisan way to determine standards in all core content areas in
our public schools. Yet, there is no assurance in this bill that the Board members have any
knowledge, background, or expertise in the area of standards, standards writing, or standards
vetting.

The makeup of the Board itself raises questions. For instance:

e There is only one professor of higher education. Which subject is that person supposed
to know? Should a math professor be weighing in on the validity of the social studies
standards? Who is weighing in on whether the standards are “college ready”?

e There are no representatives from the business community. Who is weighing in on
whether the standards are “career ready”?

e There is no specific representation for students with disabilities, English Language
Learners, gifted and talented students, and other unique populations? Do the authors
intend for the standards to be vetted by these groups?

e There are two representatives from private voucher schools — a parent and a teacher. As
a result, voucher schools have more representation than higher education, business, and
school boards. Why do private schools have such an outsized voice?

® There is no representation from middle schools — why is that?

The bill intentionally minimizes the role of the State Superintendent, the constitutionally
elected officer charged with overseeing education in Wisconsin, in the Model Academic
Standards Board. The bill very clearly stacks the deck so that the Governor and Legislature
have more appointments than the State Superintendent, requires the Governor to appoint a
co-chair, and gives more authority to the Governor’s co-chair than to the State Superintendent.
We object to a process that removes the constitutional officer vested with overseeing education
from leading the effort to develop academic standards.

SB 619 places the responsibility for writing standards with subject-specific subcommittees,
yet these subcommittees lack the needed depth and breadth of expertise to write standards
under the bill. The subcommittees charged with writing the actual standards are limited to
seven voting members, and there is no requirement under the bill that they have any actual
expertise in the content area or in developing academic standards. The bill permits, but does not
require, the appointment of an additional four nonvoting members who have subject matter
expertise. However, even if the Board chooses to appoint four additional members with subject
matter expertise, a majority of subcommittee members drafting the model standards are not
required by the bill to even be familiar with the academic subject.

This proposal runs in stark contrast to how standards are developed now, a process which places
the power of determining content in the hands of many, rather than an appointed few.

Ultimately, when we begin a standards review process, we work to bring all necessary expertise
to the table. We engage numerous experts in the field for which standards are written, and rely
on very different expert communities for each set of standards. For example, in the area of
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English, the Department seeks input from experts in writing composition, American and British
literature, reading acquisition, debate and rhetoric, grammar and usage, etc. We select those with
expertise in the content of these discrete aspects of English, as well as those with expertise in
teaching those aspects to all students, including special education students, English language
learners, and gifted and talented students, in urban, rural, and suburban settings. It is important
to have all of these perspectives at the table.

DPI also regularly joins with other states, learns from other states, and looks at resources within
and outside of the country to ensure that what we develop in Wisconsin is drawing from the
premier experts in the field—within and outside of Wisconsin. We owe it to our children to
search out the best research, the smartest minds, and learn from others that are exceeding our
results. That is exactly what we did when we made the collective decision in Wisconsin to join
with other states in creating and ultimately adopting the Common Core.

The legislative intent regarding the use of out-of-state resources and experts in developing
standards is unclear. On the one hand, DPI has been criticized for working with other states to
develop the Common Core State Standards because we should be developing standards just for
Wisconsin. However, it has also been suggested that certain out-of-state voices who oppose the
Common Core should serve as non-voting experts on the subcommittees established by the bill.
So, which is it?

Furthermore, the writing teams for standards are selected by experts from the field in
collaboration with DPI. Writing teams have historically been between 15 and 25 people and the
timeline for completion of their work has been 18 months to two years. This bill provides fora
very small group of individuals who are appointed in a partisan manner, with no way for anyone,
much less DPI, to ensure that all of the required expertise is at the table.

SB 619 does not require academic standards to prepare children to graduate college and
career ready. The Common Core were developed with the expressed purpose of raising
expectations for all children and ensuring that children who reach these higher standards
graduate from high school ready to succeed in college and careers. That’s why they have broad
support from higher education in Wisconsin and around the country, college entrance
organizations like the ACT and the College Board, and business leaders and organizations in
Wisconsin and around the country such as the Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, and the Business Roundtable.

Nowhere in SB 619 are Wisconsin’s academic standards required to be “college and career
ready” as deemed by Wisconsin Institutions for Higher Education, nor does it require any
alignment with the needs of the workforce as stated by our business leaders. It only requires that
the standards do not prescribe curricula to school boards, and that the standards establish “high
expectations” for the knowledge and skills our kids must attain and master. This is a huge step
backwards for our state, and for our kids.
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In addition, because there is no requirement for the standards to be college and career
ready, and there is no process built into the bill to validate the standards with Wisconsin’s
higher education community, SB 619 directly jeopardizes Wisconsin’s federal ESEA
waiver. Our ESEA waiver, which was approved two full years after we adopted Common Core,
requires us to have college and career ready standards. If we abandon the Common Core but
want to maintain our waiver, the state would need a consortium of Wisconsin Institutions for
Higher Education to validate those standards as being rigorous enough to ensure that students
who are proficient in the standards would not need remedial coursework. With the timelines
proposed in the bill, it would be impossible to meet this requirement.

SB 619 makes it impossible for the DPI to follow the law due to its treatment of assessments
under the bill. Section 3 of the bill states that the examinations adopted or approved to measure
pupil attainment of knowledge and concepts in English, reading, and language arts; mathematics;
science; and social studies shall be aligned with the standards adopted under the provisions of the
bill. We agree tests should align with standards. However, if the Common Core are repealed,
any test aligned with them would likely be unusable. The ACT tests for high school that we
proposed and you approved in the budget start next year, and are aligned to the Common Core.
We might not be able to use them. Do you want to reverse course just eight months after funding
them? The Smarter Balanced Assessments, which go live next school year, would be unusable.
Our assessments would be outdated and unusable before they even go live.

The bill makes this provision effective immediately upon the adoption of new standards. We
interpret this to mean that it would be illegal for us to administer assessments that did not align
with whatever new standards are created. Since the bill does not build in the necessary time to
procure, develop, and pilot a new assessment, the bill would result in no state test for years.

It takes anywhere from two to five years to get a new test ready to be implemented depending on
if we are buying something off the shelf or creating it from scratch. Presumably, since the new
standards that are envisioned by the authors would be unique to Wisconsin, we couldn’t use a
shelf test, and we’d have to procure a new test from scratch. The cost of this will be millions,
and it will take years.

Without a test we will be unable to develop school report cards, implement our state and federal
accountability systems that are based largely on test scores, implement educator effectiveness
systems using student test scores, and we will be in violation of federal law which requires states
to annually assess all children in the state in ELA and mathematics in grades three through eight
and once in high school.

Under SB 619, many districts may not have fully implemented a set of standards in the
classroom before a revision process would start again. A state-level standards examination
and drafting process typically takes up to two years to complete. After the state-level work is
completed, school districts have always had several years to implement new standards before
state-level assessments would begin measuring student achievement based on the new standards.
This allows districts time to learn the new standards, to examine existing curriculum and
instruction, to draft new curriculum, and purchase new materials. Under the bill, some
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standards, such as mathematics, would begin a revision process before there is even state-level
assessment data to support and justify any proposed revisions. As a result, the bill would require
the development of new standards just as our students are starting to be tested on the old ones —a
move that has the potential to overwhelm our students and staff in school districts. Additionally,
the average review cycle for standards in school districts is every 7-10 years, not every 6 just for
these very reasons.

Further, the bill politicizes standards setting and, at the end of the day, establishes an
entirely new legislative process where politicians in the legislature could write the
standards. As Legislative Council attorneys have noted, this bill could lead to legislators
writing and debating standards on the floor of the legislature.

What’s also unusual is that the bill creates a new process where the standards are submitted to
JCRAR, even though they are not rules. Similar to a rules process, if there is an objection,
JCRAR must still draft and introduce a bill as it would under the normal process. However, the
content of the bill must be the model academic standards proposed by the politically stacked
board, and the bill is prohibited from being sent to the Education Committees. Instead, it must
go straight to the floor where it will be debated and may be amended.

Finally, this bill would put off science and social studies revisions for another year even
though many are calling for those standards to be revised. The state urgently needs to begin
a standard revision process for science and social studies. Those should be the priority areas we
are working on first. Revision of science standards has been a topic of state and national
discussion by leaders of business and industry, particularly those invested in STEM fields.
Repeating the work on ELA and mathematics standards while we defer needed work on science
standards is simply not in the best interests of our kids.

The Department of Public Instruction and school districts across Wisconsin have been working
tirelessly since 2007 to develop, review, adopt, and implement the college and career-ready
standards that we have now. Although the department keeps hearing that this bill is in response
to the voices across Wisconsin saying that they want the Common Core repealed, it seems that
this bill is ignoring the voices of the Common Core supporters across the state.

We heard from superintendents, principals, curriculum directors, school board members,
professors of math, professors of English, and professors of educator preparation, as well as
the leaders of our institutions of higher education. In fact, we received a petition signed by

77 Wisconsin professors of science, math and engineering expressing their full support for the
Common Core. We heard from business leaders and the military and we have heard from
parents. We heard from teachers, including the Teachers of the Year Council. We heard from
our content area professional associations including the Wisconsin State Reading Association,
the Wisconsin Council of Teachers of English, the Wisconsin Math Council, the Wisconsin
Reading Coalition, the Wisconsin School Psychologists Association and the Wisconsin Society
of Science Teachers. We heard from the business community like WMC, MMAC, the
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U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and the Business Roundtable that includes Wisconsin businesses
like GE and Johnson Controls. We’ve also heard overwhelmingly from editorial boards across
the state that this is the wrong move.

We’ve heard that not only are the Common Core State Standards right for Wisconsin, but that
they are already making positive change in our schools. Why would we want to stop that? We
cannot sincerely say that we support local control of our schools, and then ignore the local
educators that are telling us that they support the Common Core.

A high quality education for every child that prepares them for success in today’s economy is our
shared mutual goal. We must continue to ensure that all content areas have world class standards

that prepare students for college and the world of work. SB 619, however, doesn’t get us there.

At this time we would be happy to answer any questions you may have.



In opposition to SB 619

John Hendricks
Interstate Compact for the Education for Military Children

Thank you for giving me a few minutes to express my concern about legislative efforts to move away
from the Common Core Standards in Wisconsin.

| am the district administrator for the Sparta Area School District, but I am not coming to you as a
Wisconsin superintendent. | know that today you are hearing from deeply concerned school leaders
who are much more eloquent than I.

Instead, | come to you as a member of the Wisconsin Council for the Interstate Compact for the
Education of Military Children. This organization was created by the legislature in 2010 in recognition of
the unique educational challenges that face military families, much of which is due to their mobility.
Appointed by the state superintendent, | agreed to serve on this council because | share your concern.
Military families sacrifice a lot on our behalf. They should not have to worry about the effect of their
service and their mobility on the education of their children.

The Sparta Area School District experiences that mobility. In an average year, 350 to 400 students move
into our district and almost the same number leave our district. If each were unique individuals (and we
know that there is some cross-over), that would represent almost a quarter of our student population

annually.

Here is another way to look at this: Our current sophomore class has 176 students. 78 of these students
started their schooling elsewhere - some from other districts in Wisconsin, but many from other states.
Previously, when most states utilized their own unigue set of educational standards, many of these
students experienced gaps in their knowledge and skills because of differences in these standards and
variations in the sequencing of standards.

Although not all of Sparta’s new enrollments and exits are militarily connected, my district has one of

the highest populations of children of military families in Wisconsin, due to our proximity to Fort McCoy.

| support the Common Core and the quality that it represents for several reasons. Currently, a third
grade student who moves with their family from Ft. Lewis in Washington State can be assured that we
have the same high expectations for what she should know and be able to do in math because we
adhere to the Common Core. An eighth grade student who moves with their family from Ft. Irwin in
California can be assured that we have the same high expectations for language arts, because we adhere
to the Common Core.

Kayla is a senior at Sparta High School. Prior to coming to Sparta, she attended schools in Germany,
Missouri, Texas and two different districts in Virginia. Kayla moved twice in Virginia due to her mother
being deployed to Iraqg. Kayla relayed to me that it would have helped for each school to teach the same
thing.



Connor, a sophomore at Sparta High School has moved five times so far in his academic career. In
additional to Sparta, he has lived in Tomabh, lllinois, and two districts in Minnesota. Connor’s parents are
hoping to avoid having to move in high school so that he may complete all four years in Sparta. They are
concerned that Connor may not receive the same level of education somewhere else.

Kayla and Connor are two examples of the 1.8 million children of active military parents in the United
States today.

We revere our soldiers and in many ways we express our appreciation for their service. They deserve
every bit of support that we can give them. In Wisconsin, the Common Core State Standards are an
important way that we support our military families. Removing that consistent, quality set of common
core standards will hurt these children and add to the challenges facing military families in Wisconsin

and elsewhere.



March 4, 2014

Dear Senator Vukmir,

Thank you for the opportunity to address the topic of 2013 Senate Bill 619 related to Model
Academic Standards and the Model Academic Standards Board. While T support the
concepts raised within the proposed bill, I want to bring portions of the bill to your attention
that I recommend lor revisions/clarifications. Specifically, I will provide relerence to the
portions that I believe will negatively impact our students and our taxpayers.

e Arts and Math (within one vear of the adoption of 5B 619

Revisiti

2013 Senate Bill 619 states:

MODEL ACADEMIC STANDARDS

The 20153-15 brennial budget act (2018 Wisconsin Act 20) prohibits the Department of
Public Instruction (DPI) from taking any further action to immplement the common core
standards (educational standards developed for kindergarten to grade 12 by the Common Core
State Standards Inttiatrve) and from directing school districts to implement linther standards
until cerlain conditions have been satislied.

Act 20 provides that any common core standard adopted and implemented by DPI
before July 1, 2013, remains i elleet and requires DPI to adopt additional college and career
readmess staurdards no fater than Julv 1, 2014

This bill requires DPI to adopt state standards only after those staudards have been
developed and approved by the Model Academic Standards Board,

The Common Core State Standards (CCSSs) to date have helped the School District of New
Berlin [ocus our ellorts to enswre college and carcer readiness {or all ol our students i a
globally competitive workplace. This is especially true given that the previous Wisconsin
Model Academic Standards were over 15 years old. Our operating delinition of state-level
standards 1s that they set the munzmimm benchmarks students must reach to be prolicient within
a skill or i1 a content area. In our district, the CCSSs have inlluenced the design of curriculum
and selection of resources that go above and beyond the minimum expectation set by any
previous standards. We believe we have the capability of meeting the needs of our learners
using innovative mstruction within our locally developed curricula built with a foundation laid

by the CCSSs.

Developing curniculum around new standards is important and vital work. Around the same
time the state adopted CCSSs, it became necessary lor us to update our curriculum and
resources in English/Language Arts and Mathematics, as they were over 10 years old. We
spent a signilicant amount of cur imited resources over the past three vears to align (o the
2010 state adoption of the CCSSs. Any changes now will come with a cost to our students as
well as our taxpayers. Changing the standards will disrupt the fuidity and continuum of our
cluldren’s education since the CCSSs have been established with articulated academic
progressions in both Lnglish/Language Arts and Mathematics. Furthermore, stepping back
from these standards would result in additional taxpayer dollars spent on curriculum

Joe Garza




realignment, potential course/stalling adjustments, as well as a depletion of resources already allocated to
other important mstructional projects.

As Lunderstand it, proponents and opponents of the I/LA & Math CCSSs argue that this is one of the
problems at hand—the CCSSs ullm force districts to shell out money on teacher training and on new
curriculum materials, etc., or that because they have shelled out money, that they shouldn’t now change.
Please note our district would have allocated resources to curriculum updates regardless if we were aligning
(o the CCSSs or not, 1 believe teacher training is critical to any curriculum alignment and updated quality
resources are necessary to supporl teacher istruction and student learning.

Reexamining how our students are meeting and suceeeding our expectations in our E/LA & Math
curriculum this year will cause additional significant expenditures for professional development and
potential curriculum/student resource review. Creating new standards within four years ol adopting ones
that are setling a higher expectation for students would not help our district reach our goal ol fiscal
responsibility that reflects a commitment to student learning.

I ask you to honor the work and accomplishments that have been made to date, by not reverting back and
making adjustments to the English/Language Arts and Math CCSSs, as we [eel maintaining the current use
of the CCSSs is what is best [or our district at this time. Please lurther note, that makimg updates and
revisions to the Fnglish/Language Arts and Math Model Academic Standards prospectively within a given
rotation (not within the next year), is something that I can support.

Model Academic Standards Board

There is a lack of clarity around the members being appointed by either the State Superintendent or that of
the Governor., 2013 Scnate Bill 619 states:

MODEL ACADEMIC STANDARDS BOARD
The bill creates a Model Academic Standards Board (hoard) in DPI which comprises the lollowing

members: the state supenntendent of public instruction, or lius or her designee, who serves as co-
charper: Soi1 aned who must appoint four members; siv members appoinied by the governor, one ol whom 1 Js
{0 serve as 'cochairperson; one member appointed by cach of the “senate majonity and “minonty leaders.
‘one member appointed by the speaker of the assembly; and “one member appomted by the assembly
minority leader. The members appomted by the state supermtendent must include an “individual employed
as a principal in a high school. a “member of a school board, one mndividual who 1s a parent of'a pupil
enrolled in a public school, and ‘one proléssor employed at an institution of higher education i tus state.
The members appointed by the governor must include one teacher employed by d public school, “onc
teacher ¢ mp/m ed by a private school participating in a parental choiee program, “one .supwmf('udcm ol a
school district, "one individual cmployed as a principal in an elementary school, and “one individual who i
a parent of a pupil attending a private school under a parental choice program. No member of the hoard
may be a member of the legislature.



The specilic concerns that I raise need linrther clarilication, include the following:

= 'One member appointed by the governor, who s (o serve as co-clairperson. What will
this person’s background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be
considered? Il so, could this be clarified? Is the only imitation to whom serves in this
position that they are not a member of the legislature?

*  *One member appointed by the senate majority leader. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member of the legislature?

= "Ounc member appointed by the senate minority feader. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Wil content expertise be considered? [ so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member of the legislature?

" 'One member appointed by the speaker of the assembly, What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarihied? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member ol the legislature?

»  Onc member appointed by the assembly nunoriy leader. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
arc not a member ol the legislature? Could this be clarified?

* “An idividual employed as a principal in a tugh school. Will this be a public or private
school principal? Could this be clarified?

s A member of a school board. Will this be a public or private school member of a
school board? Could this be clarfied?

®  “One prolessor employed at an institution of higher education in this state. s there any
consideration (o expanding the members [rom an “institution of higher education,”
especially given that there are dilferent perspectives [rom “institutions {rom higher
cducation” (i.e. techmeal college, 2-vear college and/or d-year college)? Further, will
this be a professor employed at an institution of higher education from a public or
privale institution?

*  "One teacher ecmployed by a private school participating i a parental chorce prograum.
While T support seeking mput from private-school teachers, I have a concern related (o
asking private school participants to provide input on standards that they are not held
accountable to. T believe that il in fact input [rom such an individual is sought, that they
participate and report oul on state exams, as well as are held accountable o the same
standard public schools are held 1o (school report cards, district report cards, cte.).

*  “One superintendent ol a school district. Will this be a public or private school
superimlendent? Could this be clarilied?

*  "Onc mdiviclual employed as a principal in an elementary sehool. Will this be a public
or private school principal in an elementary school? Could this be clarified?

= “Oune mdividual who is a parcot of a pupil attendig a private school under a parcntal
choice program. While [ support secking mput [rom a parent of a pupil attending a
private school under a parental choice prograumn, I have a concern related to asking a
private school participant to provide input on standards that they are not held
accountable to. I believe that i’ in fact input from such an individual is sought, that they
participate and report out on state exams, as well as are held accountable o the same
standard public schools are held to (school report cards, district report cards, ele.).



Any cluilications related to the questions raised above are critical to determine whether or not
the respective Model Academic Standards Board will auly be able to be cllective, and provide
a [air and equitable representation of stakeholders. I'm only suggesting consistency in clarilying
the appointees, similar to how it’s already clarified within certain appointments (i.c. “One
teacher emploved by a private schiool participating in a parental choice program.”) I would ask
that you provide the clarilication related to the appointees referenced above prior to moving a
[inal dralt forward. Further, il the appointments to the Board move lorward as proposed, I
would advocate for a much bigger discussion/decisions (il they are not already happening)
related to the accountability standards for private schools participating in parental choice
])I‘()gl‘?l!ns.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have any questions related to my
feedback, please feel free to conlact me at 262-789-6220.
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MAXINE TOWLE, Ph.D.
Director of Pupil Services

Senate Committee on Education : MARY KOSK, Ed.D.,
Wisconsin Capitol Director of Student { earning
Madison, Wl 53703

Dear Committee Members,

Thank you for allowing me to submit my testimony as district business prevents me from’
testifying in Madison today. | ask that you do not take my absence as a lack of concern
regarding these proceedings. | can’t stress my sentiments strongly enough: please support the
Common Core State Standards and reject Senate Bill 619.

As the superintendent of the Mukwonago Area School District, | firmly believe that the
Common Core State Standards, the Smarter Balanced and ACT assessments, the Effective
Educator initiative, and the DPI report cards are all integral parts of an accountability system
that will help to improve public schools in Wisconsin. The Common Core provides much-
needed rigor and greatly increases expectations for our students in reading and math. |
understand that some may not approve of the CCSS development process, but | assure you the
product is a vast improvement over the previous standards and will help us prepare our
students to compete with others on a national and global scale.

The effort to derail the CCSS has been extremely discouraging to our staff. We have spent
countless hours and significant amounts of tax dollars to implement these new expectations
and align them with our locally developed curriculum. It would be huge mistake and a giant
step backwards for our school improvement process to change course at this time.

[ ask that you give the Common Core State Standards and the rest of the accountability
measures an opportunity to succeed in our schools. Please reject SB 619 and work with public
schools to improve instruction and increase student achievement across the state of Wisconsin.

Sincerely,

o

Shawn McNuilty,
Superintendent of Schools



March 5, 2014

Dear Senate Education Committee:

Tomorrow the Senate Education Committee will receive testimony regarding SB619 relating to creating a
Model Academic Standards Board. I am writing to request that you oppose this legislation. If this
legislation is passed, it will remove local control from Wisconsin school boards and politicize the process
of identifying what our students need to be college and career ready. It will also jeopardize the state
assessment program and use of achievement data for the state mandated Educator Effectiveness models.

Legislation of a Model Academic Standards Board will have several negative implications for students
and schools in Wisconsin.

1. Creating an Academic Standards Board positions the legislature to determine what the state’s
academic standards should be related to English language arts, math, social studies and science
rather than local school boards. Hamilton School District curriculum process includes a review of
all relevant standards for each content area, input from our local business community and a
review of best instructional practices. Multiple standards are reviewed and integrated when our
district designs curriculum. These standards include, but are not limited to, Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction model standards, Common Core State Standards, Financial
Literacy standards, Tech Literacy standards and College and Career Readiness standards. The
Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce have endorsed the Common Core State Standards as
robust learning targets which reflect the knowledge and skills that our young people need in order
for our businesses to be internationally competitive in the future. Our goals in developing
curriculum are to ensure our students are college and career ready while meeting the expectations
of our local community. Please do not remove local control.

2. Standards developed by an academic standards board are not likely to be aligned with the current
state assessments (Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations) or the new Smarter
Balanced Assessments. Creating a new, unique Wisconsin assessment would cost millions of
dollars to produce and years of work to ensure the instrument is reliable and valid and appropriate
for the high stakes decisions which are now associated with the state examinations.

3. The Educator Effectiveness model, which is mandated to be implemented in the fall of 2014,
utilizes student achievement data to evaluate staff. How will assessments be valid when the
academic standards are not yet known and the test has not been developed?

4. The proposed legislation creates a legislative process where the state legislature can debate
standards on the floor of the legislature and ultimately write standards into statute. Please do not
politicize our student learning targets.

5. The proposed legislation has unrealistic timelines for standard revision and implementation at
both the state and local levels and provides no mechanism for the state to ensure that the
standards adopted are college and career ready in order to be in compliance with federal law. This
places Wisconsin in jeopardy for the federal ESEA waiver and could bring back the broken No
Child Left Behind law.

What was once a focused debate about rigorous expectations regarding the knowledge and skills
necessary for students to be college and career ready has been replaced with a debate about student
privacy rights, federal vs. local control and instructional material adoption. The Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) are rigorous internationally benchmarked English language arts and mathematics
standards that are designed to ensure that students leave school with the knowledge and skills needed to



succeed in college and careers. Standards do not dictate how teachers will teach or the materials that they
will use.

Business and education organizations have registered their opposition to this legislation. The Wisconsin
Manufacturers & Commerce, Wisconsin Association of School Boards, School Administrators Alliance
and Southeastern Wisconsin School Alliance oppose SB619.

Parents, our business community and the general public expect that we will prepare students for college
and careers. They also have a right to expect that we can communicate with credibility and accuracy their
performance compared with that of their peers nationwide. I urge you to oppose the establishment of the
Model Academic Standards Board. Our children, our business community and the economic future of our
state depend upon your action.

Sincerely,

Kathleen M. Cooke, Ph. D.
District Administrator
Hamilton School District



Comparison Summary Table

Percentage of the Common Core State Standards

Addressed by the ACT Standards
ACT College Readiness Standards

EXPLORE PLAN ACT ACT
Common Core State Standards (Grades 8-9) (Grade 10) (Grades 11-12) Course Standards
Reading Anchor Standards 100% 100% 100% 100%
Reading Standards for Literature 45% 56% 67% 100%
Reading Standards for Informational Text 80% 70% 60% 100%
Reading Standards for History/Social Studies 70% 50% 30% 100%
Reading Standards for Literacy in Science and Technical Subjects 100% 100% 100% 100%
Writing Anchor Standards 10% 10%- 50% 100%
Writing Standards b 10% 10% 50% 100%
Writing Standards for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects 10% 11% 11% 100%
Speaking and Listening Anchor Standards 100%
Speaking and Listening Standards ' : 100%
Language Anchor Standards 100% 100% 100% 100%
Language Standards ) 100% 100% 100% 100%
Language Progressive Skills ' 100% 100% 100% 100%
Standards for Mathematical Content, Grade 8 100% NA N/A 100%
Standards for Mathematical Content, Grades 9-12 100% 100% 100% 100%

Standards for Mathematical Practice 88% 88% 88% 100%
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March 3, 2014

Honorable Members of the Senate Committee on Education
Senator Luther Olsen (Chair)
Senator Paul Farrow (Vice-Chair)
Senator Alberta Darling
Senator Leah Vukmir
Senator Richard Gudex
Senator John Lehman
Senator Timothy Cullen
Senator Nikiya Harris
Senator Kathleen Vinehout

P.O. Box 7882

Madison, WI 53707-7882

Re: Senate Bill 619
Dear Chair Olsen and Members of the Senate Committee on Education:

I 'am writing this letter to oppose SB 619 due to the tremendous amount of expenditure of resources that we have
put forth as a staff and school to move student learning from a regurgitation of facts to making meaningful sense of
complex ideas. The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) has provided us with a Framework, along with the College
and Career Readiness Standards, to guide the work of our teachers in preparing our students for the future.

If SB 619 is passed and goes into effect, all the work of the past 4 years that has gone into implementing the
mandated standards will result in a significant waste of financial and human resources. It is good to have standards.
However, anything that comes from state and federal leaders, we simply use as a framework, relying on our local
experts to develop what our students need to be career and college ready. The Common Core, as any set of
standards, is not a curriculum. School systems and teachers determine the materials, resources, and approaches to
be used to best support student learning.

To expect that a new process, to develop a new set of standards, will stop the quality work that goes on in the
schools currently is presumptuous. Schools cannot afford to stop serving students and preparing them for their
futures, while yet another committee decides what is important for them to learn. Not only is the process outlined in
SB 619 flawed, the timeline is as well. In addition to these issues, if we are looking for quality alignment that assesses
student learning, this will also be in limbo while the standards process is developed. We have spent the last 4 years
implementing the Common Core standards and preparing our students to be College and Career Ready. We are now
in a position to assess to what extent our students are meeting the benchmarks set forth in the ACT suite of
assessments.
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Assuming a new process is in place, do you think schools will be held hostage waiting for a new committee to do its
work? No. Schools will continue to develop curriculum and provide quality learning so students are successfully
prepared to graduate. While the political arena works, students are in school and will graduate despite what goes on
in the political arena.

| respect that you have a difficult job. | also respect that you are trying to do what you feel is in the best interest of
students. However, you need to understand that mandates that are top down, one-size-fits-all, and are based on a
premise of “fixing” schools, have not worked in the past, and the current efforts are doing much the same and are
destined to produce the same lack of results or worse. The schools of Waukesha County have strong reputations for
high levels of academic achievement. Students, parents, businesses, and the community all recognize the success of
our schools, which is due to the local efforts and professionals in our schools. We have outstanding students, highly
qualified, dedicated and skilled professionals, and an extremely supportive community. With all due respect, you
aren’t in our school, you don’t know our staff, you are not aware of the areas we need to improve, you are not
informed on the efforts being made, and you don’t know our students, their educational needs, and the supports,
interventions, or resources that are required to meet their individual needs. Students, parents, and our local experts
do. Let us do our jobs, and please stop the mandates, interruptions, disturbances, and expenditure of valuable
resources that are taking away from working directly with our students and continuing to provide exceptional

learning experiences.

In writing this letter, | am neither extending my support for nor opposition to the Common Core State Standards.
Regardless of whatever decision is made, we will continue to do our work. However, our school and staff are quite
frankly exhausted by the constant interference of the state and federal government, which continually results in no
meaningful, sustainable, or quality improvement of our students’ academic success. More importantly, these
mandates are beginning to take our staff away from working directly with our students and parents. They are
delaying our work with local businesses and the implementation of programming designed to support our
community. It is exhausting resources that should be devoted to students and implementing programming that

supports providing quality learning experiences.

If SB 619 is passed, it will yet be another example of schools needing to comply with the prevailing winds of politics.
What better way to fuel the attitude “this too shall pass” and contribute to further distrust and minimal compliance,
then by taking legislative action to create another committee that will now set forth a new set of standards, while
those of us in the schools watch the flurry of activity and expect that little will change. Therefore, | implore that SB
619 be opposed. In addition, | appeal to legislators to be cognizant of the nature of mandates that have already over-

burdened schools with shrinking resources. It needs to stop!
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Craig Jefson
Superintendent, Arrowhead Union High School District

c Representative Chris Kapenga
Arrowhead Board of Education
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Dear Legislators:

| am writing this letter on behalf of the La Crosse School Districts’ Legislative
Committee, a sub-group of elected school board members of the School District of

La Crosse. We are writing to express our concern about Senate Bill 619, a bill that
would roll back the three year i_mplementa'ti'on of the state-adopted common core
standards. Even more concerning is that the bill would also establish a new standards-
approval process that could leave future standards development at the wh:m of

legislators.

Like nearly all school districts in Wisconsin, the School District of La Crosse began
preparing for implementation of new standards in language arts, reading, and
mathematics four years ago. During this time, educators have re-shaped curriculum,
aligned report cards, and developed common assessments -- all based on the common
core implementation. Moreover, the District has invested nearly a half million dollars in
resources to support the common core in classrooms across the District, To say that we
are past the point of no return on common core implementation would be an
understatement. To stop implementation and start over at this point would require three
to five years of continued chaos at a time when our schools need stability.

A significant departure from the commen core state standards at this would jeopardize
the states multi-million dollar commitment to the Smarter Balanced Assessments, the
new state tests aligned to the common core, which will ultimately be used for
accountability purposes. .

Perhaps we could all agree that the common core standards are not perfect. We do
believe, however, that they stand as a significant improvement over the standards that
we have had. As locally elected officials, we are deeply concerned about the new
standards development process as outline in SB619. This would establish a politically
appointed committee which would navigate a process facilitated by the state
superintendent of schools. Once the committee makes a recommendation to the
legislature, our elected officials and all of the special interest groups: that financially
support them, will be able to modify the bill with any amendments they please.

With such a process in place, our state standards will be guaranteed to change at the
whim of the political party with more representation at the capitol. Partisan politics --
from either side of the aisle should not hold our staff and students hostage to continual
changes in standards, It is impossible to focus on continuous improvement when the
targets are in constant fluctuation. Our students, our teachers, our parents, our
taxpayers and our communities deserve better.




Perhaps a logical alternative could be to return curriculum development and adoption
back to locally elected school boards who represent their communities. We are
confident that we can provide more stability through local control.

Sincerely,

OV

Bill Oldenburg
Legislative Commitjée Chair
School District of a Crosse
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February 20, 2014

Dear Senator Moulton and Representatives Bernier and Larson,

Thank you for your consideration and dialog related to legislation concerning the Common Core State
Standards. When making decisions related to the CCSS, please consider my thoughts below.

From my perspective, it is not that I am a huge proponent of the Common Core State Standards specifically. I
do, however, think that we need a consistent set of standards that our schools can use as the base for
determining how to best instruct our students. A moving target is very difficult to hit, and there is a huge cost to
changing the target. I do not think that enough attention has been given to the cost of developing and
implementing new standards. In addition to the process costs of developing and communicating changes to the
standards, there will be many other significant costs for the acquisition of new materials (wholesale adoptions
or the purchase of supplemental materials) and for the professional development that will be needed to train the
staff and realign curriculum. When factoring in the huge costs of continuing to change the target, I hope that
there are some really good and researched-based reasons for continuing to expend so many resources on this
issue. The amount of time, energy and money that has already been spent in our state and across the country on
this topic could have gone a long way toward providing more instruction and services for our students. It is
very discouraging for me to watch schools limit our students’ educational opportunities, while millions of
dollars are being spent on political gerrymandering.

At this point I can only hope that some of our legislators will have the courage to put a stop to this unnecessary
situation and place emphasis and effort where it belongs; on the successful future of our children and the State
of Wisconsin. I can understand that supporting this type of legislation may be an attractive way to garner
political clout and financial support from some influential people and organizations, but I would hope that each
of you has the personal confidence and conviction that allows you to do what is best for the electors that you
represent. You must know that it is a terrible idea to give legislators and/or a small hand-picked group of
people the power to decide what our children will be taught. At least the CCSS were developed with much
input from a large group of people who had some credentials worthy of this task. With my vast experience in
the field of education, the choice regarding this proposed legislation and updated amendment is quite clear.
Please do not support legislation that changes our state standards or the processes for reviewing, writing and
adopting educational standards in the future. :

Thank you for your time and consideration.
e Z}a’w&é

“Itis the school district’s mission to challenge each and every student to reach his or her full potential.”

Joseph Zydowsky Matthew McDonough Jenney Larson
District Administrator Jr./Sr. High School Principal Elementary Principal
715-289-3795 715-289-3795 715-289-3795
Fax 715-289-3748 Fax 715-289-3085 Fax 715-289-3017

zydowskyj@cadott k12 wius mcdonoughm@cadottkl2.wi.us larsonj@cadottkl 2 wius
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March 1, 2014

Honorable Senator Luther Olsen
Senate Education Committee Chairman
Room 123 South

State Capitol

P.O. Box 7882

Madison, WI 53707-7882

Dear Senator Olsen:

I am writing in opposition to Senate Bill 619, which would create a politically-appointed board to re-write K-12

education standards for the students of Wisconsin. This bill would essentially eliminate the Common Core State
Standards, which Tea Party activists see as federal intrusion into local affairs. - The passage of this bill would be

disastrous for the students of Wisconsin for a number of reasons:

® The Common Core State Standards have broad support. Recent hearings at the state level have elicited
broad support of the Standards, especially from teachers, principals, and school district personnel. These
Standards also have broad support from many in the business community, and are widely seen as more
rigorous than the previous Wisconsin Model Academic Standards.

® A state appointed board would politicize any new standards. Having legislators appoint people to serve on
this board ensures that the best qualified people to serve on this board would most likely not be appointed,
and would lead to others, including potentially those from outside Wisconsin, lobbying to serve on this
board to further their political interests. The work of writing academic standards is complex. Good sets of
academic standards need to be written by teams of content experts, teacher educators, and experts in child
development, not by legislative-appointed boards.

* Removing the Common Core State Standards is not a wise educational decision. Moving away from the
current standards would put us out of step with the vast majority of the states in the country who have
adopted these Standards. Curriculum and testing materials are being developed across the country to help
students reach these Standards. Having a unique set of standards in Wisconsin would limit the curricular
resources that districts could locally choose to use with their students. It would also necessitate the creation
of a unique assessment for our students, which would be far less reliable and valid than the large-scale
multi-state assessments that are currently being developed to assess the current Standards.

* Removing the Common Core State Standards is not a wise financial decision. Districts have invested five
years and untold amounts of funding to implement the current standards. Moving away from these at this
time would lead to no return on this investment in education. Plus, creation of a unique set of standards
would also necessitate the creation of unique curricular materials and a unique test to assess these new
standards, an expensive proposition.

For each of these reasons, Senate Bill 619 is wrong for the students of Wisconsin. I urge you to vote against this
bill,

Sincerely,

Darsid, Ehent

David Ebert

Mathematics Teacher, Oregon High School

Past President, Wisconsin Mathematics
Council



March 3, 2014
Dear Members of the Senate Committee on Education:

| am writing in regards to the upcoming hearing regarding Senate Bill 619. | am strongly opposéd to
politicizing the process of developing, writing and approving academic standards in the state of

Wisconsin.

I believe in “local control” and feel that we continue to be conceding our local control of school
districts and their daily operations to the state the past three to four years. | question how a
subcommittee of fifteen individuals who have little or no experience in education could be charged
with developing and writing our academic standards. When | view the proposed make-up of the
committee, it definitely looks politically charged with individuals who would make up the committee
and be appointed by the governor. Just because one can “read complex text” or “complete difficult
algebraic problems” does not mean that they can write the standards and benchmarks needed to be
rigorous and academically challenging for our K-12 students. It is time to change the CCSS debate to
a discussion about the consistent implementation and teaching of the standards in our state with local
decisions rather than if they should have ever been adopted in Wisconsin and now abandoned.

We are in need of new standards in science and social studies since these were last written in 1998.
However, this is not the process that should be used in our state. Our English Language Art and
Math standards should be reviewed and revised, as well as other standards, so that they challenge
our students and are rigorous, relevant standards that allow our state to compete on a national and
international level. Again though, this is not the process outlined in Senate Bill 619 that should be
used.

The Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce came out in early February, 2014 supporting the
CCSS. | might add that WMC has heavily backed Scott Walker and other republicans. Jim Morgan,
president of WMC’s educational division said “the standards have given local communities a common
purpose, the states a common goal and our country a tool to ensure our long-term success. The
Common Core makes common sense for Wisconsin school districts. Wisconsin businesses and
employers have been asking for accountability and measurement in schools for more than 25 years
and the CCSS will provide consistency across the state, more accountability and innovation and
increase quality”. '

| would like to extend an invitation to visit the Pulaski Community School District and our classrooms
to learn more about the Common Core State Standard implementation, alignment to our curriculum
and authentic assessment of student learning. Please do not hesitate to contact me to schedule a
visit to our district or to answer any questions you may have regarding the CCSS. | look forward to

- working with you on behalf of our students.

Yours in Education,

Jennifer Gracyalny

Jennifer Gracyalny

Director of Learning Services
Pulaski Community School District
143 W Green Bay St

Pulaski, WI 54162

920-822-6016
jraracyalny@pulaskischools.org
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March 2, 2014

Dear Senate Education Committee Member,

On behalf of the Northwood School District Board of Education, I am writing to you to
express our opposition to the SB 619. For over three years, the Northwood staff has been
preparing for the Common Core. They have spent hundreds of hours researching about
the Common Core. We have supported them financially in purchasing materials and
writing curriculum guides. We are moving forward with Common Core. Please do not
interfere with the movement started over three years ago by the schools. Do not send us
back to ground zero and erase our efforts of over three years.

Common Core is good for Wisconsin. It provides the world-class standards we want for
our children. In today’s ever-changing world, we need our students to be competitive in
the global market. Over forty states have bought into the Common Core. Rather than
just comparing our achievement levels to the state, we can now-with the Smarter Balance
Assessment-compare us to the majority of the nation. This would be a powerful move;
however, if you change things now, you will certainly send us backward.

Public schools have gone through lots of changes, especially with Act 10. They are
adjusting to the Report Card and Educator Effectiveness. If you take away the Common
Core and try to do a new one for Wisconsin at this time, they would be so discouraged.
They would be reluctant to change anything thinking the legislature will interfere with
the decisions made by State Superintendent Tony Evers and his highly competent staff.

We look forward to the direction we are currently moving. Please know that we oppose
Senate Bill 619. Our five member school board consists of: Max Ericson, Doug
Denninger, Darlene Denninger, Michelle Manor, and Craig Golembiewski.

Professionally,

ﬁxw} Q@ ~HBoritm
Jean A. Serum

District Administrator




March 6, 2014

Comments on SB 619 — Creating model academic standards bo.ard
To: Senator Luther Olson. Senator Paul Farrow

From: Gordon Gasch

In OPPOSITION to SB 619

To Senate Education Committee members,

I am a retired teacher with 28 years of experience teaching high school Agriculture and currently
serve on the Brillion School Board.

Some accurate history on academic standards in Wisconsin: In 1998 Wisconsin adopted a set
of academic standards. It didn’t take long and educators recognized many shortcomings in these
standards. As early as 2006, the Wisconsin educational community started to form groups to
assess the standards and make recommendations for improvement. It was felt that those
standards were too vague, not rigorous and there were too many of them. About this same time
there was the beginning of the development of what is now known as the Common Core.
Wisconsin, seeing that the Common Core was both rigorous and addressed the weaknesses of the
1998 standards decided to stop developing our own standards and waited for the Common Core.
The Common Core was introduced and adopted by Wisconsin in 2010. It was adopted by the
elected State Superintendent of Schools with the legislature and governor signing off on the
decision. The Common Core has been implemented in schools across Wisconsin for over three
years now.

Why is the Common Core good: The Common Core was developed by and supported by
governors, and industry groups representing a wide range of political views. They had the goal of
making education in the US more rigorous, so students could compete in our global economy
and more uniform across states. I think it is ironic that for decades there were complaints that
teachers were dumming down education and now that more rigorous standards come along there
are people who find fault with that too.

It is important to have the same standards across the country. We have excellent schools in
Wisconsin but that is not true everywhere. I want to tell a story about my wife’s cousin, Nick,
who earned an appointment to the Naval Academy to study Nuclear Engineering. Nick’s
roommate was from Alabama and in a US History class Nick was surprised that his roommate
knew nothing about the Vietnam War. Nick asked “what did you study in high school?” The
reply was “my three high school history classes covered the Northern War of Aggression”.
Standards should be uniform across the country!



As our society becomes more mobile it is important that schools across the country are teaching
to the same standards so that students that move will not have their education disrupted.

I would also point out that by far the majority of Wisconsin teachers who are working with the
Common Core support its rigor and clarity. I know that when there were hearings in fall
concerning the Common Core there were paid, out of state groups testifying. But if you only
look at the Wisconsin educators (not paid), there was overwhelming support for the Common

Core.

Why is there a need for SB 619: Let’s not sugarcoat the facts, SB 619 is designed to stop the
Common Core in Wisconsin! Now before someone dismisses me as some “left leaning”
educator, I reviewed my 45 year voting history and found I voted for republican candidates 5 to 1
over candidates from the other party. BUT as a former teacher, a current school board member,
parent and grandparent of school age children, and a taxpayer I am appalled at the politics and
politicians behind this bill.

Senator Vukmir, in an interview with Mike Gousha, says that the legislature would not be
writing standards. But that is the exact language of the bill. Senator Vukmir is either not very
intelligent or an outright liar. I don’t know her so I don’t know which. I do know she is a national
officer of ALEC and has a goal of attacking public education at every opportunity.

It also appalls me that the republicans, whose last two Assembly leaders were Scott Suder, who
put an unethical hunter training grant in the budget and Bill Kramer who is alleged to have
committed inappropriate acts on women,; these are the people that would have the authority to
rewrite the academic standards for our students. Common man, let’s get real, they are not
qualified to write standards and their past history shows they shouldn’t be allowed to appoint
anyone to a committee either!

There are those that say both conservatives and liberals are opposed to the Common Core
standards. But dig a little deeper, most liberals don’t like the testing and the expected drop in
student scores (because the Common Core and the new tests are more rigorous). Conservatives
however are opposed because of some distrust with the President.

I ask the committee to examine the political motives behind this bill. Leave education decisions
to our elected State Superintendent and the keep the politicians out!

Thank you for your time reading this and for your service to the citizens of Wisconsin,

Gordon Gasch
N5875 Cty 1J
Brillion, WI 54110



State Senator Luther Olsen
Senate Committee on Education, Chair
March 1, 2014

Dear Senator Olsen:

I am writing to you because | am Wisconsin citizen, property owner in Windsor and Tomahawk, and
grandmother of seven grandchildren who either are or will be attending public schools in Wisconsin. | care
about education, particularly mathematics education, in Wisconsin. | have sent a similar letter to each of
my legislators and those in the districts in which my grandchildren reside.

As co-chair of the Senate Committee on Education, | want you to know how saddened | am that partisan
politics is interfering with the continued implementation of the Common Core State Standards for
Mathematics. In the 21% century, it is vital that Wisconsin’s children leave our PK-12 schools with a solid
foundation and proficiency in mathematics. | consider the Common Core Standards to be setting the right
path for their futures. Wisconsin teachers and districts have been rolling up their sleeves to learn the
content of the standards, develop local curriculum, and begin implementing them in their classrooms. The
impending legislation in the Senate and Assembly has the potential to dismantle some incredible progress.

| am disappointed that many of your colleagues appear to be swayed by inaccurate information. Much of
the negative rhetoric about the Common Core is nothing more than sensationalism and promulgation of
information that is just plain wrong. It is clear to me that the national movement to demonize and
extinguish the Common Core is built on false premises and elevates a misinformed vocal minority who
represent a very narrow political perspective. In fact, some who are disparaging the math standards have
little or no experience with mathematics. They are NOT the voices of experience that should be getti ng

your attention!

I am hoping that you will specifically pay attention to a few key points:

Successfully implementing new standards takes time. Wisconsin school districts are just beginning
to implement the Common Core Standards for Mathematics. As | talk with educators and leaders
from across the state, teachers are excited to teach the new standards and increase their
understanding of mathematics. Please do not pull the rug out from under them. While identifying a
cycle to review all state standards makes sense, putting mathematics and English language arts first
on the docket is an underhanded way of dismantling the Common Core. Other content areas such
as science and social studies also deserve immediate attention.

Wisconsin has an opportunity. Adopting high quality standards that are similar to other states is a
good thing. If well implemented, our children will have a much higher level of understanding of
mathematics than ever before. Plus, adopting standards similar to other states gives us the
opportunity to leverage national and international research and resources, while maintaining local
control. We are able to participate in professional learning from experts in the field from across the
country and local school districts will have more available resources. This is a good thing.

We need to do something different than we’ve done before. International tests, TIMSS and PISA,
indicate how the United States struggles compared to other countries. While Wisconsin does
relatively well on NAEP overall, we have one of the largest achievement gaps in the country. By



continuing to implement the Common Core Standards for Mathematics, we are pushing the
envelope in a good way. Students are learning important mathematics content with
understanding. In my professional opinion, Wisconsin students will be mathematically well-
prepared for college and career if we stay the course.

In full disclosure, | have been an educator in Wisconsin since the early 1970s and have been active not only
at the local school district level, but also at the state and national levels. | have multiple perspectives. |
currently work for the Department of Public Instruction as a mathematics consultant, am Past-President of
the Wisconsin Mathematics Council, and am current President of the Association of State Supervisors of
Mathematics, the group of mathematics supervisors at state departments of education from across the

United States and Canada.

| am writing to you on my own time because | care. | care about the future of my grandchildren and | care
about every student in Wisconsin. | plead with you to stop the craziness in Wisconsin and let our educators
continue along a path to improve mathematics teaching and learning across the state so that our children

will be prepared for their futures.

My goal for writing to you is to plead with you to support the continued implementation of the Common
Core Standards. | am counting on you to be a voice for education in Wisconsin.

Sincerely,

LLiama of! shpaloarm?

Diana L. Kashaum
6688 Highland Drive
Windsor, W1 53598
dlk53598 @gmail.com




To:

Wisconsin Senate Education Committee Members

From: Karen Sullivan

Re:

Date:

Senate Bill 619
March 4, 2014

Having been a proud and successful educator for over 40 years in
Sheboygan County, I have had considerable experience in the formulation,
implementation and evaluation of educational standards. Because of my
knowledge and expertise, I oppose the passage of Senate Bill 619.

This legislation could have long-lasting and permanent effects on the way
that standards and accountability are enacted for our Wisconsin students and
schools. Skilled, educated professionals with teaching and/or educational
administrative experience, not the legislature, should be in charge of writing
academic standards for our students and schools.

It would be a large waste of taxpayer dollars to reject the Common Core
Standards that the DPI, school districts’ teachers, administrators, parents and
students have already devoted years of time, efforts and commitment to
enacting for improving achievement in our schools.

To reject the Common Core Standards and put all of the other 23 sets of
state curriculum standards at risk, as this legislation would do, would
seriously delay implementation of a comprehensive attempt at raising
educational achievement levels in our state.

In schools where the Common Core Standards have been enacted, we have
already seen achievement grow at impressive rates.

In response to those who think these standards are not rigorous enough,
nowhere is it written that these standards cannot and will not be surpassed in
Wisconsin Public Schools if given the chance for further implementation
and evaluation.

This bill puts politics before our students and puts the legislature and the
money from special interest groups in charge of writing educational

standards.

[ urge you to keep our students first by voting no on Senate Bill 619.
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Senator Luther Olsen
Room 319 South
State Capitol

P.O. Box 7882
Madison, W1 53707

Dear Senator Olsen,

| am writing to you with great concern over SB 619. It is my understanding that SB 619 could halt the
implementation of the Common Core State Standards. That, to me, would be devastating to the students of my
school district. The Common Core State Standards have provided us with a consistent, clear understanding of what
students are expected to learn so that both teachers and parents know what they need to do to help students.

Since the implementation of the Common Core State Standards, the Rio Community School’s staff has been working
with the standards in the areas of English/Language Arts and Math. Initially, our teachers attended professional
development to learn about the standards. With leadership from the Center for School Improvement at CESA 5, our
teachers have rewritten our K-12 curriculum to incorporate the Common Core State Standards. The teachers are
now using what they have learned and are using these State Standards to improve student learning.

With the introduction of SB 619, all the hard work our staff has done, and the sizable amount of money spent, could
be cast aside and the academic achievement of our students placed in jeopardy. Correct me if I'm wrong, but from
what I've read, heard and understand, if this bill is passed and signed into law, a fifteen member board would be
charged with the writing of new education standards. This board would be comprised of members appointed by the
Governor, members of the legislature, the Department of Public Instruction and two would be appointed from the
private voucher schools who accept tax-funded vouchers, but who are not required to follow the academic
standards for public schools. Please help me understand why representatives from the voucher schools would be
allowed representation on this board when they don’t have to follow the same rules as public schools. This is clearly
an area where they do not belong! In addition, the people who know the most about standards will not be equally
represented on this Board. There will be more political appointees than educators which does not make sense to
me. It is my belief that the people who know the most about student achievement and standards should be
responsible for developing and writing academic standards and those people are educators not politicians!

This bill would undoubtedly politicize the development of educational standards. The Common Core State Standards
have given us a direction for long-term improvement in student achievement but SB 619 could change academic
standards at the whim of the political party that happens to be in power. Would that be good for the children of the
State of Wisconsin? Absolutely not! This state needs a set of strong academic standards that will provide for student
achievement and we have them. They are called the Common Core State Standards.

www.rio.k12.wi.us



I have been in education for 37 years. During that time | have seen the pendulum swing in many directions, from an
era where there were no real academic standards to now when there is a set of strong academic standards in place.
5B 619 would be a step backwards and | would hate to see our state take such a step by allowing a bill to move
forward that is not in the best interests of our children. | am registering my strong opposition to S8 619. | am also
asking that you oppose it. It is not good legislation and it would not be good for the children of this state. Maybe
this stance would be unpopular for you but | believe it’s the right stance.

Sincerely,

k=

Mark L. McGuire
District Administrator

www.rio. k12.wi.us



Concerning the Common Core: What’s the Fear Factor?
Mary Randall, Ed.D. District Administrator, School District of Bloomer

What is the main concern with the Common Core? Is it politics or is it education? I have been
an educator for more than 35 years. I grew up in Nebraska, attended school in Nebraska,
Minnesota and Wisconsin, and taught in all three states, and have worked in Wisconsin as an
educator for more than 20 years. It is amazing to me that anyone in the United States of America
would oppose a common set of standards as a baseline for student achievement. Please note, I
said standards, not curriculum.

The primary problem with the Common Core does not lie in the standards. The problem lies in
the fact that there is a misrepresentation of the Common Core Standards. Aside from sounding
ominous, the Common Core Standards are a series of expectations that students must learn.
Teachers study the standards, set benchmarks to attain the standards, and in turn our students
perform on achievement assessments that measure us against knowledge expectations and
against each other nationwide. The data is also used to compare us to other states and other
countries. For more than 20 years I have listened to reports that other countries do better than we
do on math and reading and science. We continually compare ourselves to others, and get bad
press over when we don’t measure up to the test comparisons. I believe the issue comes down
what the teachers will teach and will not teach, not about the Standards themselves. This was
clearly demonstrated to me when I met with my legislator who presented me with a book he
thought children should not read in school. Our students don’t read the book in our high school
because it wasn’t a local purchase of materials to meet the standard. Decisions about curriculum
and the instructional materials (including books) used in our schools remain with the local school
board, where those decisions have always resided. We don’t have a list of required books in our
state; we never have had such a list. Children read variety of genres and discuss some issues of
social concern to broaden perspectives and build capacity to understand others. We also work to
meet a broad level of academic standards beyond just reading a book.

There’s a lot of unnecessary fear being generated about the Common Core across the state.
However, in the district where I work families know if they object to a component of the
curriculum they can ask for an alternate assignment. Over the past 4 years we have implemented
the Common Core Standards in Mathematics, Reading, Language Arts, and English. We
adopted our own curriculum to meet the standards, and clearly communicated curriculum
changes based on standards to our families. Families express an appreciation of the efforts to
help our students do better and achieve more. We also believe that good teaching will help get
us to the standards. How we teach and engage learners is an important component to student
achievement!

I am sure you know that curriculum and standards are not the same thing. Standards are a set of
expectations, like an over-arching concept, and curriculum is the material used to meet the
standard. Benchmarks are established to step into the expectations. Benchmarks are assessed so
we know students can master the expectations in a step by step process. The materials used to
get there should be a locally controlled decision, approved by local school boards who reflect
community values and mission statements.



The curriculum put together using Common Core standards is a local decision. In my district, we
took the Core Standards, examined many materials and matched the outcomes to the standards.
Then we selected materials very carefully over a long process of examination. We presented the
materials to our Board of Education. The Board approved the selections. Our materials support
our curriculum, the curriculum supports the standards. A curriculum isn’t one specific book, or
one specific topic that is taught. It is a compilation of materials put together to meet expectations
for achievement.

When those who have not had educational training try and adjust laws in areas where they have
no experience, no practical application, and no contact with children on a daily basis is that they
make bad decisions. I would never walk into Lockheed-Martin and tell engineers how to run a
new computer generated program for their engines for American Airlines. I do not have that type
of training. What I do have is 35 years of training in classroom assessments, curriculum
development, teaching, and basic pedagogy. I have worked in both parochial and public schools,
across three states. I would not read one book and say it is a curriculum. I can tell you it is time
that the United States has one unified set of expectations because that is what we get measured
against with nationally normed assessments. You cannot expect achievement if you don’t
provide the basis to get there. A book or a concept is part of an educational compilation that
makes up a curriculum-not a standard.

The whole fear factor has been manufactured to make up problems that do not exist. Our district
has been using adopted materials from the Common Core for four years. No one in our
community has disputed the rise of test scores, or complained about the expectations we set for
our children. How nice it is to know that we compare apples to apples when we measure our
achievement against another state who also has adopted the same set of academic standards.
How nice it is for our children when they move from one state to another and do not miss out on
entire sets of expectations because they learned the skill sets in our district. How nice it is to
know when our students take a test, that the questions they have to answer will be information
they have learned based on standard knowledge expectations. How nice it is to see achievement

levels rise.

When district Boards of Education set their curriculums it is and should be a local decision based
upon the recommendations of the teachers and administrators trained in examining and
administering the curriculums. What is the rationale for not listening to those professionals? Our
community supports the efforts educators have made to shore up weak points in the expected
benchmarks for achievement. Shouldn’t local boards of education be the ones to choose whether
or not the Common Core is right for them? Shouldn’t educators be the ones to recommend and
develop standards? Iwas promised by my legislator that flexibility would be a good decision.

Has he changed his mind?

Any decisions to abandon the Common Core at this time means setting us up to once again have
to revise our curriculum to yet another set of expectations. What a waste of money and time that
would be. What a loss of educational gains! We just finished 4 years of adoptions of the new
standards. Our teachers received training on the standards. We just purchased materials to meet
the standards. Do you want to come to my district to tell the taxpayers that they now need a
referendum to buy materials to replace the newly purchased materials?



The expectations to become a teacher are high. Educators take tests to prove educational
knowledge, file paperwork to get licenses to work in the field of education, and must
demonstrate daily competency to remain in the field of education. It makes the most sense to use
the recommendations of those trained in education to write curriculums, not have legislators try
to step into areas in which they have not been trained. This educator of 35 years, with a Master’s
Degree in Curriculum Development, experience as a teacher, administrator, coach, and mentor
working directly with children says stay with the Common Core STANDARDS and let local

boards determine their CURRICULUM.

[ hesitated to bring this testimony to you today because my last testimony was followed by
multiple requests for records that wasted both my time, and the time of my staff. There was no
follow-up and no benefit to my students. I was asked to put together documents and create data
bases and spreadsheets for unidentified requestors. I found that frustrating and it certainly didn’t
help the achievement of my district.

I do support the common expectations of the Common Core Standards. I present this to you
because of my students and because I care about their achievement. I hope you can set politics
aside, and return the basic decisions for curriculum matters back to the control of local districts.
We have no evil intent for our children’s education. We all care deeply about our students and
their achievement and their readiness to contribute to the workforce. When you compare our
students to the students in other states we want the data to reflect a fair comparison. Give us that
chance.

Thank you for listening to me, I know your work is difficult. I hope you will make good
decisions for our children and for the state of Wisconsin. God Bless you, and the State of
Wisconsin.



Why I Support the Common Core State Standards

Prepared for the W! Senate Education Committee Hearing on Common Core State Standards
by Dr. Jeanne F. Williams

Professor of Educational Studies

Ripon College

March 6, 2014

This year marks my 31 year working as a teacher educator, 22 of them working in
liberal arts colleges in Wisconsin. My primary role is working with prospective teachers is to
help them develop the knowledge and skills they need to be effective literacy teachers in
elementary, middle level, and high school classrooms. While my pre-service elémentary
teachers understand that teaching reading and writing is a major part of their work with
children, those preparing to teach at the middle and high school levels often enter my courses
wondering what a course on literacy development has to do with them. They are, they think,
going to be history, science, mathematics, or English teachers. They expect that elementary
teachers will already have done the hard work of teaching children how to read, so that they
can teach their content subjects and assign reading with the expectations that students will be
competent to complete them. | face this set of assumptions every time | teach the content
literacy course and often as | work with student teachers whose mentors resist the idea that
they should be teaching literacy skills as they teach their content.

The consequence of the assumption that teaching children to read is the exclusive job of
elementary teachers is clear in the data accumulated by the National Assessment of Education
Progress over the last several decades. While elementary students nationally show steady
progress in learning to read, the learning curve begins to flatten in middle school and plateaus
in high school as students spend more time in content classrooms, get less direct literacy
instruction, and do less and less recreational reading because their leisure time is filled with
content homework, activities and work. The CCSS for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science,
and Technical Subjects (the content CCSS) provide the best tool | have had in 30 years to
prepare teachers who can integrate meaningful literacy activities in their content instruction
and address the middle/high school reading plateau. Two features of the content CCSS are
critical in this regard.

First, the tenth anchor standard for reading in the content CCSS specifies that students
should make steady progress in reading increasingly complex texts so that, “By the end of grade



12, (they) read and comprehend ... texts in the grades 11-CCR text complexity band
independently and proficiently.” This standard is important and useful. It clearly articulates the
idea that students should be reading increasingly difficult texts in order to build the kinds of
skills they will need to learn from texts in college and career settings. The CCSS also provide
well-defined, research-based qualitative and quantitative tools teachers and districts can use to
assess text complexity and deliberately increase reading demands over time. As | work with
pre-service teachers, we use these tools to develop their critical sense of the kinds of materials
they need to incorporate in their content teaching to support students’ continued growth in

reading.

Second, the content CCSS spell out increasingly demanding standards for 6-12 student
development of skills and abilities in three key areas: Key ideas and Details, Craft and Structure,
and Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. Through their college majors, middle and high school
teachers have learned to read, write, think, and speak in the language of the discipline they
teach. Just as a fish may not be aware of water; however, a biologist (or any subject matter
specialist) may be unaware of the technical language, basic assumptions, and ways of speaking
and writing they practice in their discipline. The content CCSS can help teachers develop greater
awareness of the kinds of literacy tasks they are asking students to complete, and they can
refer to the standards to design lessons that explicitly teach students how to engage in those
tasks as they learn the content of the discipline. Pre-service teachers who would otherwise be
flummoxed by the idea that they must also teach literacy skills, can, for instance, look to the
standards as they design a project, and insure that the students’ research meets standard
nine’s demand that 12" grade students should, “Integrate and evaluate multiple sources of
information presented in diverse formats and media in order to address a question or solve a
problem.” Conscious attention to the content CCSS helps content specialists analyze the literacy
demands in their classroom and teach deliberately to help all students develop the skills they

need to meet those demands.

| support the CCSS generally as a means to focus attention on the development of
literacy and math skills in all Wisconsin schools in a meaningful and consistent manner. The
standards are not perfect, but they are far more specific, focused, and demanding than the
previously used Model Academic Standards. Now adopted by 44 states, the CCSS provide a
common basis for moving education forward in the United States. The controversy that
surrounds the CCSS in Wisconsin is fed by myths and half-truths, as Alan Borsuk pointed out in
his recent article in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel (Attached.). If the state continues to argue
for mandatory testing and accountability measures that utilize student test data, but throws
out the CCSS as a basis for building a consistent curricular focus across the state, it will have, in
essence, thrown out the baby and kept the dirty bath water. Accountability without rigorous
common standards is simply not justifiable. We can work to improve the CCSS as we work with



teachers and school districts to implement them, but we should not back away from our

commitment to them.

Finally, I spend a good deal of time in PK-12 schools and classrooms throughout the Fox
Valley in my work as a supervisor of teacher candidates. Since the CCSS were adopted in 2010,
teachers, administrators, and community members have dedicate significant resources and
time to curriculum work designed to improve student achievement in reading/language arts
and mathematics. There has been significant innovation in selection of course materials,
teaching methodologies, and classroom assessments. Much attention has been given to
developing remediation and retention programs to insure that ALL students are making
progress toward the CCSS learning goals. Backing away from the CCSS at this time would send a
strong message that that work is not valued and that the winds of political opinion rather than
the needs of children drive educational policy in this state. | urge you to stay the course with
implementation of the CCSS; to work with educators to identify and develop reliable ways to
monitor student learning; and to build a long-term commitment to school improvement that
puts student learning at the center of all discussions of educational policy.

Attachments:

1. Borsuk, Alan J. “Move to Common Core Standards Brings More Questions than Answers.”
Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, October 5, 2013.

2. International Reading Association. Literacy Implementation and Guidance for the ELA CCSS.
2012.

3. National Catholic Education Association. NCEA Position Staement on the Common core State
Standards, May 31, 2013.

4. National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, NCTM Issues Position Statement Supporting the
Common Core State Standards for School Mathematics. August 29, 2013,
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Senate Bill 619: Reforming the State Educational Standards Process makes strides in providing
oversight for the Department of Public Instruction, for limiting federal overreach which undermines
state autonomy in education, and for protecting the rights of citizens to exercise local control of schools.

Wisconsinites have clearly stated that they want the most demanding yet age-appropriate standards
possible for their students. Senate Bill 619 recognizes that Common Core Standards do not adequately
meet those requirements. The Bill requires that a MODEL ACADEMIC STANDARDS BOARD (Board) be
established to assure that stakeholders are involved in the creation of academic standards. However,
please incorporate safeguards so the Board does not become another level of bureaucracy that citizens
must overcome to be heard.

Additional legislative oversight would assure that members of the Board represent a variety of opinions.
Currently, educational decisions are made by and for those who support progressive ideologies. A
balance must be sought and required.

During the public hearings on Common Core, we heard about the many sources of superior standards
that have a proven record of success, that are truly internationally benchmarked, and that are available
to the district for no charge. By creating the Model Academic Standards Board, Senate Bill 619 may
prevent limited choices for standards from happening in the future as long as the Board consists of as
many citizens as members of the educational community. Because the educational community is
comprised of dedicated professionals, they naturally favor those entities that support, protect, and fund
their profession. The power of the federal and state governments is seductive and must be limited.
Hopefully, the MASB will provide needed protections.

However, nothing in Senate Bill 619 will have much meaning if state legislators undermine these laws
the way they have undercut current state statutes that govern local control of schools. For example:
when a legislative body votes to provide funding to implement any facet of any federal program into the
educational system, legislators are surrendering state autonomy to the federal government. This vote
also weakens any requirements for school boards to involve stakeholders in-the process and it
undermines the rights of the citizen to make educational decisions for the schools that their tax dollars
support.

Legislators who respect state statutes regarding local control of schools would pass legislation that
provides money to school districts that upgrade their academic standards or that improve their data
collection and reporting systems. Legislative language must encourage stakeholder participation and
parity to the citizens whose children attend those schools.



When Wisconsin legislators provide 7.1 million dollars for the purpose of meeting federal guidelines for
data collection, the citizens are robbed of the opportunity to notify educators and educational experts
of the three studies funded by the U.S. Department of Education which demonstrate that extensive and
invasive data collection damages learning and may cause psychological problems for students.

Hotlinks to those three studies and a summary of their observations are provided at the end of the.
printed copy of my testimony.

Wisconsinites are frustrated that the Federal Government spent billions of tax dollars to create an
inferior set of standards which were written by groups of people who had no experience teaching ina
classroom. Many key authors of Common Core had no degree in education. When citizens realize that
those dollars could have been used to raise teacher salaries, to lower class size, to increase educational
opportunities for students, and to make needed building repairs, they want their Wisconsin federal and
state legislators to commit to preventing the federal government from taking these dollars from the
states in the first place. Senate Bill 619 seems to help protect state autonomy in education and the state
statutes governing local control of schools.

Thank you for your time and kind consideration,

Karen Schroeder

The Three Studies:

U. S. Department of Education Using Student Achievement Data to Support Instructional Decision
Making http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice guides/dddm_pg 092909.pdf Throughout the
document, one finds information that proves the collection of data has a low level of evidence of any
useful value to improve learning. The document states, “Overall, the panel believes that the existing
research on using data to make instructional decisions does not yet provide conclusive evidence of what

works to improve student achievement.” (P 6-7)

U. S. Department of Education Office of Technology Promoting Grit, Tenacity, and Perseverance:

Critical Factors for success in the 21° Century
https://www.ed.gov/edblogs/technology/files/2013/02/OET-Draft-Grit-Report-2-17-13.pdf

Pictures of the devices that will be used to take biometric measurements of a student’s ability to pay

attention, etc., are provided on page 44.

The data measured will not be academic data. The study explains that learners and educators will get
feedback on their behaviors, emotions, physiological responses, and cognitive processes. The study also
warns of the dangers inherent when this information is incorporated in data collection systems. (p.48)



The study repeatedly expresses concern that any possible value will be outweighed by the damages. The
study states, “For example, in accountability-driven climates and communities that place extremely high
expectations on students, grit may not always be in the students’ best interest. Persevering in the face
of challenges or setbacks to accomplish goals that are extrinsically motivated, unimportant to the
student, or in some way inappropriate for the student can have detrimental impacts on students’ long-
term retention, conceptual learning, and psychological well-being.” (p 79)

As a teacher, | witnessed federal policies and federally created curricula strip children of their natural
born grit, tenacity, and perseverance. Citizens find it reprehensible that the Federal Government would
destroy these traits in our children intending to recreate these traits later for their own purpose. It
makes parents feel as though their children are being created in an image approved by the Federal
Government.

Race to the Top and Teacher Preparation by American Progress admits that data collection will not
improve academic progress of students but the data can be used to justify shaming and humiliating
teachers and students into improving their performances. Research shows that shame harms a student’s
ability to perform yet the new teacher performance programs will focus upon the use of student data to
humiliate teachers, the colleges that prepared those teachers, and the students. The study states, “The
lesson of the Title Il reporting to date, however, is that many university-based teacher education
programs appear immune to the notion of professional shame. The Title Il story suggests that public
reporting by itself will be inadequate as a lever for inducing significant change.”(p. 12)

The American Progress study also addresses the need for developing state data depositories and
strategies to raise awareness of available data and to share that data with stakeholders. (p. 26)

Stakeholders are described as “the general public (which also means policy makers, educators, and the
media).” (p.19) Please note that the Gates Foundation, Google, College Board, unions and a variety of
private companies have been referred to as “policy makers” in a variety of educational documents. This
study identifies disclosure of information to be needlessly hindered by some policies (p.19)

STATE FIREWALLS TO PROTECT STUDENT PRIVACY WILL BE IGNORED

College Board created a policy paper called Guidelines for the Release of Data
http://www.collegeboard.com/prod downIoads/research/RDGuideforReieaseData,pdf

David Coleman, an author of Common Core Standards, is the President of College Board. Coleman
participated in the development of the data system used by President Obama during his most recent
presidential campaign. Coleman has access to student data as a policy maker. The Guidelines reveal that
College Board owns all information gathered through any of the college and Advanced Placement
testing tools that College Board has created.

The guidelines state, “ College Board data may be defined as information collected, derived, and
generated from student, parent, educator, and institutional participation in College Board programs,
and includes, but is not limited to, information such as test scores, test volumes, identification of



student names and addresses, identification of secondary schools that students attend (Al, or attending
institution) and the postsecondary institutions that receive scores (DI, or designated institution); and
data from SAT Questionnaires such as the course-taking patterns and extracurricular interests of
individual students, as well as demographic information on student family background variables, such as
self-reported race/ethnicity, parental education, and family income.” (p1)

According to the Guidelines, College Board will make a profit from the data collected; “in recognition of
the intrinsic value of the data as well as the cost incurred by the College Board in collecting and
processing data, the College Board charges a license fee for the use of the data.” (p.1) College Board
defines a process for third parties to request data and the Guide states, “The College Board reserves the
right to charge third parties an additional fee for licensing and use of the data.” (p8)

The ability to protect the privacy of student data is threatened when the Federal Government has
required that student data be accumulated on digital systems that are interoperable. This capability will
allov_v the data and other information to be too accessible to the public. It will foster unwelcomed
transparency for the educational community and will allow collaboration with other federal and non-
federal agencies, the public, and non-profit and private entities. https://www.ed.gov/open/plan/digital-

systems-interoperability

Parents are justifiably concerned. An ever increasing number of organizations are being allowed to make
a profit from their child’s data. This situation will significantly increase the chances that greed, self-
serving goals, and political interests will outweigh the privacy rights of their children. Once parental
protections are removed from the data distribution process, parents feel helpless and sense that their
government is against them and their best interests. If a student moves to another district, that data can
be transferred as it is now and the new district can insert the student data into that school district’s data
collection system. Parents do not want their child’s data placed on interoperable systems that can be

shared outside of the individual district.

(Please note: parents would NOT be alarmed if the data collected was limited to purely academic
achievement and those medical records that would help a teacher keep students safe or help them
learn more effectively. Students are already being asked personal questions about religious practices,
gun ownership, alcohol usage, family relationships etc.) '
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Remarks concerning the Common Core State Standards and opposition to
SB619

I am Dr. Randal Braun, district administrator of the School District of
Cameron, located about 50 minutes north of Eau Claire. Since 2010, 45
states and the District of Columbia have adopted the Common Core State
Standards. Each state made its local decision to adopt after opportunities to
review drafts and voice feedback. The CCSS are rigorous, internationally-
benchmarked English language arts and mathematics standards that are
designed to ensure that students leave school with the knowledge and skills
needed to succeed in college and careers. The CCSS are NOT a national or
state curriculum nor are they federally mandated. They were developed by
a team of experts, educators and stakeholders in a process led by the
National Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School
Officers. Since 2010, the CCSS have garnered support from business,
professional, advocacy, and policy stakeholders, and also have the support
of national parent organizations.

Cameron began implementation of CCS shortly after adoption of the
standards. We have spent considerable time and energy and made an
investment of many thousands of dollars of taxpayer's money to do a
thorough job of incorporating the Common Core into the way that we do
business. Just like the major auto manufacturers have to re-design and re-
tool now and then to remain competitive, so do our schools. We are once
again engaged in that process; a process that promises to allow us to make
great gains in the educational outcomes of our students.

Make no mistake, the Common Core is not just about what we will teach; it
is mostly about how we are fundamentally changing how we teach to
correspond with the research that indicates how our students best learn.
No longer are we going to be covering our subjects a mile wide and an inch
deep, but with the guidance and framework of the Common Core we will
transform what students learn into deeply explored content that will
translate into applicable skills. Skills that will allow our students to work
more productively, learn more easily, and live more enriched lives.

There are those who think that somehow the Common Core is a Big Brother
movement. Poppycock! Please listen to those educators, parents, and
business owners who support the Common Core.

As for SB619 and its companion bill in the Assembly, I stand in opposition
to those bills. Itis not just Tony Evers and the DPI that stand firmly behind
the Common Core Standards; virtually every superintendent, curriculum
director, and principal in this state support the adoption and
implementation of the Common Core Standards as an important step
forward in improving education in Wisconsin. The Wisconsin Association
of School Boards and the Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce also
support the standards. In almost every district thousands of dollars and



untold amounts of time have already been invested toward implementation
of CCS. The Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium tests that districts
are due to implement next year are tied to Common Core

Standards. Starting over now is bad policy, a waste of time and money, and
just plain dumb. [ would agree with those who feel that SB619 is a blatant
power grab by those forces who are working to weaken public education;
allowing legislation that could lead to legislators writing standards is
comparable to calling an accountant to advise a homeowner on what kind
of plumbing to install. Thank you.

Sincerely,

(o s Boppassons.

Randal Braun
District Administrator



Dear Sen. Olsen:

I would like to voice my deep concern for the proposal to establish a state task force to improve
the Common Core State Standards, rather than keep the standards as they are and work diligently
to implement them as skillfully and beneficially as possible.

First, let me say I do not question the motives of anyone who supports this plan. I believe they
only want the best for Wisconsin, our children, and our teachers. But I do think there is a grave
misunderstanding about what is being proposed. Please consider these few points:

1.

Writing standards of this kind is a monumental undertaking. The relatively few words in
the final product belie the enormous knowledge and labor necessary to craft such a
document.

The CCSS used expert, specialist teams for each section of the standards. They drew
from the entire nation to compile those groups. Subjects like English Language Arts
were divided into smaller sections with expert teams for each. These were not run-of-
the-mill committees relying on hard work and good intentions. These were top experts in
very specific and often limited areas.

We’re proposing to improve on their work with a limited group of very sincere, hard
working people, none of whom is likely to have the necessary expertise in even one area
of the CCSS, much less all the topics the CCSS covers. Who is qualified to rewrite
detailed standards on each area of the CCSS? What are our chances of convening a team
capable of such a task? It isn’t possible to convene such a team from the entire world,
much less just from Wisconsin. This is not a task ordinary professors, teachers, or
concerned citizens can accomplish. We must be honest with ourselves on this point.

The proposed law would require the team to accomplish the impossible, and do it in 12
months. The team would be expected to produce math and literacy standards in 12
months. That timeline is evidence enough that the proposed task has been wildly
misunderstood. Sure, they can produce something in 12 months, but there is no chance it
would be better than the CCSS.

When we tried to write our own standards in the past the results were miserable. It is fair
to say we had the weakest and least useful standards in the country. Just before the CCSS
were revealed, Wisconsin was trying to improve our standards with a team of in-state
experts. Those efforts were no better than the standards we already had. Those teams
were specialized to each subject, and still they failed. Now we’re proposing to try it
again with many of the same people, factions, and forces that did it before, but with less



specialization and expertise. Why should this be better than before, much less better than
the CCSS?

6. We already accept many national standards in our day-to-day lives. Doctors, dentists,
lawyers, engineers, and others are trained to national standards. From electrical work, to
road construction we accept and benefit from national standards to help us guide our
decisions and conduct our business. In education, every textbook conveys a set of
standards along with a scope and sequence of what should be learned and how to spend
our time. We don’t try to convene panels and write our own. Each of these limits local
control in some way, but we understand that the benefits of expert standards outweigh the

loss of local input.

I would never suggest the CCSS can’t be improved, and I would never suggest we can’t improve
them, but the proposed route to improving the CCSS ignores the hard realities of this challenge.
I'urge you to set this proposal aside and consider a different approach: If we are to improve the
CCSS, then target those specific areas we wish to improve. Convene specialist groups for each,
and be willing to include top experts from outside the state. We should not be so parochial that
we limit where we go for answers. If the top experts are elsewhere, and they most likely will be,
then we should turn to them. If our child was ill we would go anywhere for help, not limit
ourselves to Wisconsin doctors or Wisconsin medicines. We shouldn’t limit ourselves to
Wisconsin educators, either.

And, if we are to do this, we can’t think a single group of committed citizens can cover the broad
demands of the CCSS: every subject, every age group, every skill and area of knowledge.

Trying to do so wouldn’t be a matter of putting our faith in our own citizens and educators; it
would be a case of heaping an unmanageable challenge on them and then expecting them to
conquer it. It would be unfair and unrealistic. Anyone who thinks it can be done, or that they
could do it, is sorely mistaken.

Step back. Think about this again. Let’s find a better way to move forward with a very good
desire to improve the standards without kidding ourselves about what needs to be done and who
can do it.

Steven P. Dykstra, PhD

Licensed Psychologist

Founding Member, Wisconsin Reading Coalition

Member, Wisconsin Governor’s Read to Lead Task Force, and Read to Lead Council
Senior Writer, Member of the Science Core Working Group, Literate Nation
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Testimony to Wisconsin Senate Committee on Education on Senate
Bill 619

Thank you for allowing me to share my thoughts.

First | should let you know that | am a teacher who has spent the last several years
studying the CCSS and helping other teachers throughout the state prepare to teach
them. So | like to think | am informed about what they are and what they are not.

| do, however, bring other perspectives to this issue as well. | am a parent of two high
school students, | am a local school board member, and of course | am a taxpayer. All
of these different perspectives inform my opinions on education in general, and the
CCSS in particular.

As we debate the pros and cons of the CCSS initiative | think it is important to recognize
and acknowledge something about any document that is created by a group of people.
Itis a compromise. Since it is a compromise it is likely that nobody thinks it is perfect.
The CCSS are no different. | don’t think it is a perfect set of standards. Like most
people, | think | could do better. Of course if | were to write my perfect standards others
would likely find them less than perfect. Some might even think they were about the
worst standards they had ever seen.

As | stated earlier | have been working with these standards for several years. In fact,
I've been working with them since before they were completed. Because of my work |
was able to see and comment on early drafts of the math standards. And while | still
don't think that the end result is everything | would have wanted, | do think that they
improved throughout the vetting process.

On the whole the CCSS for Mathematics are focused, clearer, and more rigorous than
our previous state standards. But | feel the need to say something about rigor. Part of
the impetus behind this hearing is the statement by our Governor and others that
Wisconsin should have standards that are more rigorous than other states.
Disregarding that there are different definitions of rigor, we need to be careful of falling
into what | will call the “more rigorous” trap. We could indeed draft a set of standards
that are more rigorous than the CCSS. Then lllinois could rise to the challenge and
create standards that are even more rigorous than our more rigorous standards to show
how their education system is better than ours. We would then of course be compelled
to create even more rigorous standards. | hope you can see where this is going.
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Questioning whether or not we could write more rigorous standards is the wrong
question to be asking. The question we should be asking ourselves is; Do our
standards have the proper level of rigor? This is much more complex question. To
answer this question we need to consider a number of things. We need to decide on
our desired outcomes. We need to consider how students develop cognitively and
emotionally. We need to consider the ability of our education systems to deliver
curriculum and instruction aligned to our desired level of rigor.

Debating whether or not CCSS set a high enough bar for rigor is the wrong debate and
in my opinion a waste of everyone’s time. A conversation about how to ensure we have
the right level of rigor is a conversation |, and many educators | know, would be more
than happy to have.

All of that being said, | think it would be a big mistake to throw these standards out
under the misguided belief that Wisconsin could create better, or more rigorous, or
whatever superlative you want to use, standards. Even if we truly felt the need to draft
a different set of standards, creating a politically appointed board to oversee the
process is the wrong way to do it. The education of our children has become for too
politicized already. Having a politically appointed board draft standards that legislators
could then debate and edit would only serve to further politicize education. It likely
would also guarantee that the standards that resulted from this process would not be
accepted by a large part of the population.

My argument for not throwing out the CCSS and starting over does not hinge on my
love of the standards. As | stated before, | fully acknowledged that they are flawed.
And | think we need to both acknowledge these flaws and work on improving the
standards as we move forward with implementation. In fact, I look forward to engaging
in this work with educators in Wisconsin and across the country. Right there is one of
the big advantages of using the CCSS, we won’t have to do the work or implementing
them and improving them by ourselves. We can work with educators across the
country.

But my main reason for urging you to not give in to those who want to throw out these
standards is that educators at the state, district, and school level in our state have spent
the last few years preparing to implement these standards. I'm not even sure how you
would calculate the resources that have gone into this. Districts and schools have
probably spent millions of dollars on teacher training and curricular resources. They
have invested untold man hours getting ready. Teachers have spent their own money
and given up their personal time learning about these standards and what they need to
do make sure their practices match the rigor expected. | have spent many hours
working with these teachers and seen first-hand how invested they are in the
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implementation of the CCSS. As part of this work school and districts have recognized
the need to provide time for teachers to collaborate and have adjusted their practices
and schedules to make this happen.

If we were to throw out the CCSS with the intent of starting over we would once again
be doing what has happened far too often in education. Just as we are about to see the
payoff of all of this effort focused on a singular target, we would be moving that target.
We would once again be sending the message to educators that they shouldn't get too
invested in the next big movement because it won't last. When we do this we make it
that much harder to do the things we need to do to improve our schools.

I urge you not to make this mistake once again. Yes, we need to work on improving
these standards, so let’s focus on doing that, not take another step backwards because
someone feels the need to pander to one group or another.

Jeff Ziegler

Teacher, School Board Member, Parent
1570 Traut Rd.

Marshall, WI 53559
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Thank you all for inviting the public to contribute to shedding light on the subject of Common Core
Federally mandated standards.

First off, let me be clear, | am not a paid representative, | am not someone bussed in as part of the
educational establishment, | am not part of any organization holding a partisan stance on Common Core.

However, | am a grandfather of eight young grandsons just entering their school years. | myself have
benefited from a fine educational system and am a proud 1977 graduate of Waukesha South Highso |
know what a properly functioning educational system is supposed to look like and act like. | want my
grandsons to have a system that holds high standards with excellent teachers, administrators and
actively engaged involved parents. In other words, | want a system that works for my grandsons as well
or better than the fine system that served me.

As | look around this room today, | know there are groupings of people. Some have a vested stake in
seeing Common Core passed. Some are blissfully ignorant of the intricacies and implications of a full
blown incarnation of Commeon Core standards agenda and are just riding the boat that rocks the least.
Others know all too well what Common Core really is, how it came to pass under cover of darkness and
why you people need to fear people like me.

To the vested interest group, I get it. You paid experts are hired guns; you show up, fire a few lobbyist
rounds and collect your paycheck on the way out the door to your next enlightening presentation. To
you | say, have a great vacation in the Bahamas. You don’t impress us much.

To the blissfully ignorant | say, you won't be blissful after today.

The rest of the group is made up of those who know full well what Common core entails. First, to those
whao are fighting for all of our children that they might have a future where the education system in Wi
encourages all children to live up to their full potential. Fighting for a system that encourages critical
thinking skills that encourages reason and logic over fuzzy emotions. A system that allow the freedom to
choose career tracks versus being tracked and placed in the system chosen career for students a la the
European socialist model. A system that has fine teachers who are encouraged with a merit system that
promotes excellence. A system that actively promotes parental involvement and oversight of the
curriculum. To you | give my greatest gratitude.

To the rest of those who are fighting to push Common Core on us- SHAME ON YOU! You know full well
Common Core’s origins in the millions in seed money given by the Gates Foundation. And watered with
millions more of K-Street lobbyist money to ensure implementation. You know full well the poisoned
apple that was offered to the largely cash strapped states by the Feds -the states having bitten into
“Race to the Top”educational stimulus funds then obligated themselves to adopt the Common Core
Federal standards. And all of this was to be ramrodded though at Blitzkrieg speed before anyone caught
on or had time to put a spotlight on what was really happening with this designed “fundamental



transformation” of our once fine educational system. To you who have declared war on my eight young
grandsons and others children and grandkids, | and others here are taking it personally, very personally.
You are put on notice we are engaging the battle with knowledge and with speaking truth to power. And
truth wins every time!

Let us examine the instdious process of Common Core implementation. Let's take a look at what we are
being told.

If we do not adopt the standards we will have lost aif the effort put forth so far. Okay let’s examine the
effort put forth so far. Of the original four states that were the early cheerleaders for Common Core. ALL
FOUR HAVE REJECTED IT. New York being the most vehemently vocal of the group. A state where the
overwhelmingly democratic teachers union has demanded that C.C. be stopped and where the DPI head
was unceremoniously fired for even implementing it in the first place. Let us look at what the State of
New York just this week has proposed for putting the brakes on Common Core's disastrous rollout there:

March 2, 2014 {The Journal News)

ALBANY - The state Assembly has introduced legislation to delay the use the Common Core testing
standards on students' grades and teachers' evaluation, the latest move by state officials to address the
outery over the controversial program.The bill {A08929) is set for approval by the Democratic-led
Assembly today, Assembly officials said.

"The implementation of the Common Core has caused significant challenges that have strained our
school districts, administrators, teachers, parents and, most importantly, students,” the bill states.

The bill would delay much of the Common Core testing, particufarly for third through eighth grades,
from being used in evaluating the performance of students and teachers for two years. After its first
year last school year, Common Core testing led to a major drop in test results. The legislation would
order the state Education Department commissioner to look at ways to eliminate some testing and ban
standardized tests in kindergarten through second grade.

The Legislature could overstep the Board of Regents' changes by adopting a new law, and the Senate,
controlled by a group of Republicans and Democrats, have said it too supports a delay on the use of the
new testing on grades and evaluations.

JSPECTOR@Gannett.com

In Kentucky, another early adopter state, the test scores after 3 years of implementation of C.C. dropped
from 79% to 39%!

So now the question we see, based on previous states’ experience, really becomes not what will
delaying and fully examining Common Core cost us now but what will a rush to implement it cost us in
the future as New York and others have experienced. And that doesn’t even take into account the
incalculable real cost to the students who are terribly struggling in the C.C. states! Let us all be good
students and learn from the other states mistake of rushing to implement common Core.



We are also being told that a federal bureaucracy of experts should handle the question of education
standards. Yet, when the federal standards were being formulated by the five person panel, yes that is
what | said, a whole total of five people wrote the original document that came out of the C.C. standards
validation committee. Neither of the two dissenting opinions by experts, Mr. Milgram the consulting
math expert and Dr. Stotsky the consulting English expert, who both vehemently disagreed with CC’s
content and methodology, were inciuded in it. It would seem that treasuring expert advice is a rather
subjective process, doesn’t it?

We are being told that C.C is only about reading writing and math and yet when one goes to the well itis
amazing to see what is pulled out. Science standards, social studies standards, art standards, and
sexuality standards are all part of the Federal mandates. Sexuality standards that begin in kindergarten
no less. Let’s examine what the experts consider appropriate shall we. (GO TO HIGHLIGHTED PAGES})

So now we are a little more familiar with how far beyond the three R's C.C. goes. It appears that this
beast has legs and continues to get around. It is also beginning to sound more than a little like “we have
to pass this bill to see what is in this bill” doesn’t it?

I could go on but | do not want to abuse the time offered to me but let me finish with this. We have
watched as the health care system has tried to be “fundamentally transformed” and basically become
Federalized. It is not only not pretty but in some respects it is an outright lie!

Before we offer up our state educational system for “fundamental transformation” that promises you
can keep your existing system -only better —PERIOD, let us examine the existing federalizations that are
currently not working. Let us remember that to place control of standards and by design curriculum that
will flow from and be mandated by the Feds to the states means that the states and their localities lose
control of not just standards but inherent in the process the values that represent who we are as
Wisconsinites. While the Feds may or may not have Wisconsin’s best interest at heart is not really in
question. What we do know is that Wisconsin parents, teachers and administrators want control over
the process and for the content and values to reflect who we are locally, not who the Feds want to make
us believe they know what we should be!

Lastly, | want to especially thank Sen. Leah Vukmir who has tirelessly spent decades, from her forming
the group PRESS-Parents for Raising Educational Standards in Schools over 20 years ago till now, fighting
to keep standards high and locally based in WI. I have known her from the PRESS years on and Leah has
always fought for the best interests of our Wisconsin children and anyone would be a fool to now
question her intent and reject her efforts in establishing the best and highest path with Senate Bill 619

Thank you all for your time and attention in this very serious matter.



My name is Felice McKnight. I live in Grafton and am joined by two of my
six children, Maxwell and George. Ihavea degreein Educational
Psychology which I used to teach in the Utah public school system for two
years. Shortly after this I chose to work at home as a full-time mom and
homeschooling parent. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak.

First T would like to submit close to 130 Public Hearing Slips containing the
names of men and women from 10 different counties across the state who
are in favor of Senate Bill #61¢ but could not be here personally.

T would like to raise three questions about Common Core: First- How does
Common Core prepare our children academically for the future? Second-
How does Common Core affect homeschoolers? Why should we care? And
Third- What is the cost of Common Core to WI tax payers?

.. How does Common Core prepare our children academically for the
future?

The official website of the Common Core Standards corestandards.org,
defines CC as a set of rigorous standards designed to prepare our kids for
“college and career readiness at an internationally competitive Level” ‘and
to give them the skills necessary to compete in a global economy.? That
sounds pretty impressive! Let’s look at a math problem from the
Investigations Math Curriculum used in CC to see how it measures up.

The math problem states “Betty bought 1,568 stickers. For her birthday she
got 1,423 more. On Monday she went back to Sticker Station and bought
680 more. How many stickers does Betty have now?”

Most of us would see this as a fairly simple math addition problem where
we would stack the three numbers on top of each other and add with
regrouping to get the answer. Using CC children are taught to draw
squares, cubes, lines and dots to represent numbers. After drawing they
then add the shapes that are the same together to get the answer.

Using the CC method, this problem took one young girl about 8 minutes to
complete.? She then showed how she added using the stacking method that
she had been taught at home but was not allowed to use in school. This
took her about 1 minute. When she finished she noticed that the two
answers were not the same. The answer she got from stacking was correct.

1 http:/fwww.corestgndgrgs.org!about-the—stangards

2 /) corestandards.org/resources/irequently-asked- estions

3 httgs:llwww.youzube.comlwatcb?v=1 YLIX6108fg
1of 4



Her mom asked her what happened and she said, “It wasn’t as confusing to
stack. It was more organized.”

This misunderstanding of math is not an isolated incident. Low test scores
in math and reading# is one of the many reasons 23 of the 48 states who
have adopted CC are in discussion or taking action towards withdrawing
from Common Core5

If we want our children to have enough competency in math to “compete in
a global economy, to be college and career ready at an internationally
competitive level” we need proficiency, accuracy, and speed. These are
skills that are taught with memorization, repetition, and the building of
concepts one on another, not the laborious drawing and combining of non-
related symbols.

2. How does Common Core affect homeschoolers? Why should we care?

Both my husband and I have college degrees. My husband’s is in Italian
and Spanish and mine is in Educational Psychology. Our children have
aspirations to follow in our footsteps. For now homeschool families are
able to use the curriculum of their choice to teach all subjects. This works
unless all of the tests students must take to get into college use the
Common Core Standards.

Most exams required to get into college including the ACT,® the SAT7, and
the Wisconsin State achievement tests already align or are being changed to
align with the Common Core Standards. What that means for me is
instead of being able to encourage unlimited exploration in fields of
interest, cultivate confident problem solvers, and ensure academic
excellence based on sound academic principles, I will have to teach to the
test. Ultimately colleges and universities could require applicants to have
gone through a Common Core-aligned K-12 education.® This directly
affects homeschooling parents and children living in Wisconsin.

8 hng:/Mww.ggl.org/golutions/co!Igge-career—readinegg/common-core-state—stgndards!

7 -/lresearch.collegeboard.org/publication ntent/2 /common-core-state-standards-

alignment-readistep-psatnmsat-and-sat

8hitp://www.breitbart.com/Big-Government/2014/01/1 0/How-Will-Homeschoolers-Be-Affected-
By-the-Common-Core-Standards
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3. What is the cost of Common Core to WI tax payers?

Through the Race to the Top initiative, each of the 48 states that have
committed to CC have received federal funding. But that money will not
cover all of the costs.? The following is a list of expenses not covered in the
federal funding that will have to come out of the pockets of Wisconsin
Taxpayers. *©
»  Textbooks currently being used will not align with CCSS and will have to be
replaced. |
s CCSS will require extensive professional development of school
administrators and teaching staff.
e  CCSS will require longitudinal databases to be purchased and operated by
states.
o CCSS will require large investments in technology for doing standardized
testing at the local level.

What will that dollar amount be for the taxpayers of WI? Let’s prevent this
excessive, unnecessary spending and save WI tax payers millions of dollars.

When politicians run for office or re-election what is one of the #1 phrases
used to attract voters? “I promise to cut taxes!” Most Americans like to
hear that their money will be safe in the hands of their elected officials. You
have an opportunity {o prove your accountability and practice fiscal
responsibility with your constituents money. That can only serve to secure
votes. In the coming election year it will be crucial to demonstrate your
ability to be fiscally responsible by pointing to valid examples. Pull WI out
of our current CC agreement and adopt Senate Bill 619!

In conclusion, Congress already voted a health care law into existence
without having read it and which American’s couldn’t read until after it was
passed. Common Core is an even greater breach of trust. None of this was
enacted through the usual legislative channels.

9 hitp ://www.educaﬁonviews.ora/states—taxnavers-cannot—afford-common-core—standardsl

10 http:ffstop_commoncoreinwisconsin.comlc‘ategorylunfair‘to-tax-payers/
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I ask each of you to please consider the information given and listen to the
voices of many of the men and women in Wisconsin who do not want CC
but are in favor of Senate Bill #619. The sooner we can act the better!
Don’t wait until the fall to vote! Please vote now! Thank you

The following are quotes from constituents in different districts about their
experiences with Common Core.

A mom from Brookfield says - “Every year that my children have been in
school, the education gets worse and worse. I see a huge difference
between the first child and the last.”

A retired teacher in the Milwaukee Public Schools says- “While it wasn't in
full swing while I was teaching, I knew what direction schools were headed.
The math is horrendous!!! “

A Grandmother from Brookfield says- “The math segment has caused a
number of teachers to resign because they refuse to teach math the CC way.,
One of our daughters- in-law homeschools her children now because of the

math program.”

A mom in Grafton explained that she has to teach her elementary age
daughter math at home using Saxon Math because her daughter does not
understand the math being taught in Common Core.

4 of 4
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* HB 1204 https://app.box.com/files/0/f/874055226/1/f 8049280940

* HB 1237 hitps://app.box.com/s/ri01 px8q7hwh4|89k a4
e HB1214 httgs:h’agg.box.com/s/’tcd9k7c25igowg';0945'1

* HB 1187 hitps:/lapp.box.com/s/6kcuh2rp7q0chcsugvy
‘ *« HB1243 https:Haon.box.com/sliaza1pi73citqzlk6knn

| Tennessee .

; * SB 2405 htips://app.box.com/s/9x0uc7 8fgjtwigd0sg9
HB 1549 https://app.box.com/s/4qn2kylk8kddhfzefqs3
HB 1826 https://app.box.com/s/ra3kiwmI9pwubiptalex
HB 1825 https://app.box.com/s/dy4qex6I8i812ji0c7un
HB 1828 hitps:/app.box.com/s/bv27ui88gngwayiuuhuw
HB 2253 https://app.box.com/s/jom2p38ty2rq1vyedqia
HB 1696 httDs:l/app.box.com/s/rsw1s1mcbd35uoibqf7 0]
HB 2290 https:/lapp.box.com/s/chszsOBwelabxikrcv
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Texas

* HB 462 https://app.box.com/files/0/f/874055226/1 /f 8049165958
Utah

» S.CR.13 mp:!ile,utah.qov/~2012/bi1l5/sbiliintfscr013.pdf

* HB 0342 https:/lapp.box.com/s/qd935wrfiexwi8x4r8oz
West Virginia

* SB429 httgs:ﬂagg.box.comlsfiwiinOngy?mzzng9yv

* HB 4390 https:/app.box.com/s/q117slkkwisxOww3q3e9
Wisconsin

* SB619 https://app.box.com/s/y6zz0y2x2zn4rkkfmwst
Wyoming

*  HB 0097 https://fapp.box.com/s/7rfzy5asaolupry39z7n

=

i
Most of the links provided above are to legislative bills. It is not possible provide ui
links to all of the media coverage, hearings, and public forums addressing |}
issues related to the Common Core State Standards. The links above are only ;j
provided to show a state meets the stated criteria and qualifies as a Pending (i}
Rejection state. it
i
A more complete document containing links to the history and bills can be E’%
downloaded at '

https:!/app.box.comfs/o.?xocpnza49hi60iu73; .
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MN appears on the map as having rejected the CCSS. MN did not adopt the
CCSS for Mathematics. MN and the other states presented in blue are shown
on the Common Core State Standards Initiative map as Not Yet Adopted.
hitp://www.corestandards.org/in-the-states
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Shelley Joan Weiss
Wisconsin Commissioner
for the Interstate Compact for the Equal Educational Opportunities for Military Children

Testimony in Support of the Common Core State Standards

I am Shelley Joan Weiss and I'm very proud to be the Wisconsin Commissioner for the Interstate
Compact for the Education of Military Children. I work with districts and schools to ease the transition
for the children of military families as they enter our Wisconsin schools.

I imagine that some of you were the children of military families. Some of you have served our country
in the military and have moved your children from district to district, state to state, and even to other
countries. I was the child of a military family as my father served in the Army and the Army National
Guard. I moved many times as a child, barely remembering all the schools I attended as my family
moved between seven states. 1 also served over 25 years in the Wisconsin Air National Guard and the
US Air Force Reserve, attending international schools and spending a great deal of time with families
who moved extensively - just like I did.

I am here on behalf of the military families and particularly school aged children who cannot speak for
themselves. I join the leaders of the Department of Defense, all branches of the military, and
organizations that include and represent military leaders and families who support the Common Core
State Standards. Having the Common Core in place ensures that performance expectations are
consistent across districts and states, something that is extremely important to the success of children of
military families. Students need to know that the standards and expectations for academic excellence
will be consistent as they move.

All highly mobile children, but particularly the 1.8 million children of military families, face unique
challenges when transitioning from school to school. Our job should be to remove barriers for these
children. Ensuring that students can work toward achieving the same educational standards in every
grade level across the US and in Department of Defense Schools globally, helps level the playing field
and remove major barriers to success. The Common Core removes disparities in standards between
states that often left the military connected child either unprepared or having to repeat content.

I want all Wisconsin graduates to be competitive nationally and globally, just like military families,
military, and corporate leaders. Like you, I want Wisconsin to be an attractive, competitive, location for
the military, businesses, and industry. Military and business leaders highlight that the Common Core
State Standards increase rigor and raise performance standards for all children in public and Department
of Defense schools. The more well prepared our students are, the more well prepared they are to enter
the military, higher education, and the world of business/industry. A well educated populace makes
Wisconsin an attractive location for the military, business, and industry.

In November 2013, Michael J. Petrilli, Vice President of the Fordham Institute, a right-of-center
education policy think tank, testified in Ohio, voicing the Fordham Institute’s STRONG support of the
Common Core. I want to share six key points he clarified about the Common Core. He said quote:

1. Fiscal responsibility. The Common Core protects taxpayer dollars by setting world-class academic
standards for student achievement—and taxpayers and families deserve real results for their money.



2. Accountability. Common Core demands accountability, high standards, and testing— not the low
expectations and excuses that many politicians and the establishment have permitted.

3. School choice. The information that comes from standards-based testing gives parents a common
yardstick with which to judge schools and make informed choices.

4. Competitiveness. While the U.S. dithers, other countries are eating our lunch. If we don’t want to
cede the twenty-first century to our economic and political rivals —China especially —we need to ensure
that many more young Americans emerge from hi gh school truly ready for college and a career that
allows them to compete in the global marketplace.

5. Innovation. Common Core standards are encouraging a huge amount of investment from states,
philanthropic groups, and private firms—which, in turn, is producing Common Core-aligned textbooks,
e-books, professional development, online learning, and more. Online learning especially is going to
open up a world of new choices for students and families to seek a high-quality, individualized
education. It’s as if the whole world is moving to smart phones and tablets while you’'re sticking with a
rotary.

6. Traditional education values. The Common Core standards are worth supporting because they’re
educationally solid. As I explained earlier, they are rigorous, they are traditional—one might even say
they are “conservative.” They expect students to know their math facts, to read the nation’s founding
documents, and to evaluate evidence and come to independent judgments. In all of these ways, they are
miles better than what Ohio had in place before.

Let me finish with a question. If Ohio backs away from the Common Core, then what? Are you really
going to return to your mediocre standards and easy tests? If not, what process will get you to better
standards than the Common Core? Perhaps even more critically, if you don’t use the common
assessments, how are you going to develop an alternative, with less than eighteen months to go until
these tests are to be given for the first time? An independent study in Indiana found that if that state
pulled out of the common assessments, it would have to spend $30 million to replace it with something
home grown. Are you prepared to spend that kind of money to placate concerns that are largely based on
misinformation and fear? Mike Petrilli” End Quote

Wisconsin stepped into the future in 2010 adopting the Common Core State Standards. Wisconsin
educators have been retrained, have developed new, aligned curriculum, and are ready to begin a new
assessment. Higher standards finally have momentum in the Badger State. Don’t slow our schools or
districts down now. Don’t retreat to mediocrity. It’s time to seize the moment and move forward in a
strong, unified manner. We respect and honor the members of the military - we should demonstrate the
same level of concern and support for their children and families. The children of military families
deserve the best, ALL Wisconsin children deserve the best. Common Core offers our students the same
opportunity that students in 45 states, the District of Columbia, four territories, and the Department of
Defense Schools have - the opportunity for a rigorous, content-rich, cohesive PreK—12 education - the
opportunity to be the best!

Thank you for your support of the children of military families and all children in Wisconsin. Thank
you for supporting the Common Core State Standards.



Testimony Against Senate Bill 619
submitted by Kathy Champeau, WSRA Legislative Chair
March 6, 2014

The Wisconsin State Reading Association supports the current Common Core Standards adopted in
Wisconsin to guide our educators in developing the skills necessary for our students to be successful
when graduating from high school to pursue both college and career endeavors. After studying these
standards in depth for the last three years and working to implement them in classrooms across our
state, WSRA leaders and members acknowledge it would be both a financial and educational disaster to
abandon them in midstream by creating a Model Academics Standards Board to basically recreate the
wheel. Decreeing that new English Language Arts Standards would be hastily created in one year’s time
by a board comprised of mostly non educators to replicate what took several years to develop is not
only a gross waste of time and money but most importantly leaves our parents and students with
uncertainty. There are no guarantees that quickly developed English Language Arts Standards would
result in more comprehensive and rigorous learning for Wisconsin students. There is a grand assumption
that this new process would result in better and more comprehensive standards. Those who have
expertise in creating standards know that a hasty process is not a thoughtful process and the chances of
creating better standards are highly unlikely — especially when the process is led by individuals with no
educational experience.

What WSRA finds particularly egregious is the disregard for the enormous efforts of schools across our
state to implement the Common Core standards in meaningful ways. To be directed to scrap those
efforts and to wait to start again with standards that have no guarantee of better quality and with no
comparison or examples of what that better quality even looks like is foolhardy. Efforts are beginning to
pay off in implementing the current standards as documented repeatedly by the countless testimonies
of superintendents, principals, and teachers in October of this year. We have documentation that great
strides are being made. As responsible and thoughtful citizens, we have to ask ourselves if what would
be gained through this proposed legislation and new political process of a Model Academic Standards
Board would offset what will be lost. What will be lost are the cohesive goals already in place and the
implementation of rigorous standards that are already demonstrating positive results for our students.
What will be lost is the tremendous amount of resources already invested that have been documented
as making a difference for our students at a time when our schools are mandated to do much more with
much less. What will also be lost is the money it took for professional development and the investment
in resources to implement these standards for our students. Our expectations are to spend our money
wisely. This proposed legislation contradicts these expectations and is clearly not a wise economical
decision. But most importantly, what will be lost are the years it will take to replace what has already
been accomplished, placing our Wisconsin K-12 students in a holding pattern for a weak promise of
better standards. Any mirage of a gain would not offset the egregious loss. At the end of the day, our
Wisconsin students would directly feel the impact of all that will be lost.
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| have been a member of the Wisconsin State Reading Association since | started teaching
twenty years ago and am honored to be in line to serve as president. My membership and the
membership of approx. 3000 of my colleagues across the state has allowed us to develop
professional expertise in the area of literacy. We believe that literacy is a complex process that
requires a comprehensive approach and the Common Core State Standards provide guidelines
for this approach. Students are expected to read more nonfiction text, respond to text specific
questions, use and apply vocabulary as well as support ideas with evidence from the text, read
materials appropriate for their level and share their new thinking through the use of technology in
authentic ways. The complex process of developing literacy is not limited to reading class, but
reaches into the content areas since students are encouraged to synthesize all that they are
reading to develop new thinking: Standard 10 of the Common Core ELA Standards.

The Common Core State Standards have been a catalyst for a change in mindset. One
mindset shift is a greater focus on critical thinking skills. Information is easily accessible,
however as critical thinkers students need to determine if the source of information is credible or
not. Students work to apply information in new and innovative ways and then share it. Another
mindset shift is that our world is a much more global world and we need to think in the larger
context. The Common Core State Standards also help when speakers from across the nation
come to share their expertise, or students move here from other states, or teachers move to our
state because we all share a common goal.

In 2010, when the Common Core State Standards came out, WSRA members unpacked
and dug into the standards to really understand how they were different and could work. Some
key areas for building professional expertise became apparent and with research we addressed
the needs of our members. One example is the idea of text complexity and how educators can
use it to better meet the needs of our students. The CCSS addresses this in Appendix A
defining text complexity in qualitative dimensions, qualitative dimensions and student to task
considerations. Another example is disciplinary literacy which addresses the many different
types of reading students will use not only in an academic setting, but in careers. The Common
Core State Standards really brings the theory of learning back into focus.

Taking my professional growth from WSRA into my own 4th grade classroom | have
experienced many positive results from implementing the Common Core State Standards.
These changes started small and have been built on over the last three years. In reflecting, |
have become a stronger educator.

Last year, students noticed more choices in the content that they could work with although |
kept a focus on the structure of their leaming. For example, in studying historical fiction,
students could choose a historical event they were interested in. Then they read both fiction and
nonfiction sources related to their topic. Students shared their new learning through developing
a newspaper heralding their historical event. Students with similar topics worked collaboratively



and were quite creative. One group focused on Egyptian history; their newspaper was complete
with want ads for pyramid builders and obituaries for pharaohs. Another student with an interest
in volcanoes had the opportunity to email with an actual volcanologist. My year ended with a
parent email in which she shared a comment from her daughter, about how she felt learning was
fun and exciting.

My class this year is a bit different, but they are coming around to where they are appreciating
the choices they have and are willing to run with their ideas. One boy who struggles with writing
was in tears as he finished his variation of a traditional literature story. He hadn't seen himself as
a writer before. (I cried too.) The same boy wrote about a passion of his in response to a story
we read. He shared how his passion for drawing helped him calm down when his little brother
really frustrated him.

The final example is myself. One would expect an educator to be a critical thinker. | have
become a much more critical thinker especially in the last few years, perhaps because of the
Common Core State Standards, but also because | have been reminded that as a citizen of
Wisconsin and the United States, education is at the heart of a democracy. So |leave you with a
quote “ | know of no safe depository of the ultimate powers of the society but with the people
themselves; and if we think them not enlightened enough to exercise their control with a
wholesome discretion, the remedy is not to take power from them, but to inform their discretion
through instruction.” - Thomas Jefferson

Respecifully,

Gale Gerharz

4th Grade Teacher

Clay Lamberton Elementary, Berlin, WI
WSRA Vice President

"Tthink by far the most important bill in our whole code is that for the diffusion of knowledge among the
people. No other sure foundation can be devised, for the preservation of freedom and happiness...Preach, my
dear Sir, a crusade against ignorance; establish & improve the law for educating the common people. Let
our countrymen know that the people alone can protect us against these evils [tyranny, oppression, etc.]
and that the tax which will be paid for this purpose isnot more than the thousandth part of what will be
paid tokings, priests and nobles who will rise up among us if we leave the people in ignorance." 2 |

1787 December 20. (to.James Madison) "Above all things Ihope the education of the common people will
be attended to ; convinced that on their good sense we may rely with the most security for the preservation
of a due degree of liberty."

" ..wherever the people are well informed they can be trusted with their own government..." 5]

Thomas Jefferson quotes - http://www.monticello.org/site/jefferson/quotations-education




Testimony before the Senate Education Committee on SB 619
March 6, 2014

I am Dave Polashek, Superintendent at the Oconto Falls School District.
I have been in the business long enough to remember a time when it seemed
that a teacher could walk in his or her classroom on the first day of class, shut
the door and come out on that last day of the school year with no one the
WISET.

Over time that changed as school districts put a greater emphasis on
curriculum development. Some districts did this on an individual basis while
leaders at the state level were determining if it made more sense to write
unique Wisconsin standards or adopt something that had been created
elsewhere. Ultimately it made more sense not to reinvent the wheel and
existing standards from another state were revised to apply to all districts in
Wisconsin.

When Wisconsin adopted the Common Core State Standards in 2010,
the Oconto Falls district was quick to jump on board with lots of staff training.
As aresult of our work with the Common Core in English Language Atts,
teachers speak a common language about what is expected in student learning.
Teachers collaborate on lesson planning, assessment, and strategies for
teaching. Teachers have participated in more concentrated ELA professional
development delivered in a number of different formats, including released
time during the contract day.

As teachers applied what they learned in that professional development,
students are reading and writing in different ways.

This effort has expanded beyond being the sole responsibility of English
Language Arts teachers. Teachers across the curriculum are reading text and
writing informational text and arguments.

Turning to the math, teachers found the need to raise the level of rigor
and changes were made. Students now work in cooperative groups to solve
relevant problems and gain understanding of the “math” behind the math.
Students are held accountable for their understanding by explaining how they
solved the problems. Communication is a regular part of today’s math
curriculum.



Teachers have much more of a sense that “We are in this together.”
Students have a heightened awareness of their own accountability for
achievement.

The adoption of the Common Core Standards with the need for
- heightened rigor and relevance has caused the district to rethink much of what
was once the norm in the district. The adage, “You can’t do the same thing
and expect to get different results,” has changed much of how we operate and
our expectations of ourselves and of our students.

Our experience with the Common Core Standards has been positive and
worth every ounce of energy we have invested in them. We began training in
the Common Core 3 years ago and began to implement these standards in
math and English language arts. After researching a number of alternatives
we purchased new math materials fully integrated with the Common Core.

This year after only two months of full implementation of the new math
standards, we saw significant gains in WKCE scores in cohort groups from
2012-13 to 2013-14. At one grade level we saw growth from 37% of students
in the grade level scoring proficient or advanced to 48% proficient and
advanced. Another grade saw growth from 49% proficient and advanced to
64% proficient and advanced. Yet another showed growth from 51% to 77%
percent proficient and advanced.

Equally impressive were gains on NWEA MAPS scores from September
to January 2014. In addition, teachers report students are more able to talk
about math processes and concepts.

In conclusion, there is no question in my mind that our district’s effort to
implement the Common Core State Standards is the factor that made the
difference in these student achievement scores. The increased rigor is there.
Now is not the time to turn our back on the Common Core. To start over after
these success stories would be a serious mistake. Wisconsin is on the right
path. We have the data to prove it. We urge your opposition to SB 619.



Southeastern Wisconsin

’ Schools Alliance ;

3. The clear intent of this bill is to repeal the Common Core Standards. Repealing the ELA (English and
Language Arts) and Math Standards will have a detrimental impact on the students of Wisconsin;
both from a timeline and limited fiscal resource standpoint. SB619 prohibits public school districts
from taking any further action to implement the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). | would like to

remind the committee that public school districts have been developing and aligning their curriculum
to the CCSS since 2010. The LFB memo dated August 30, 2013 conservatively estimated that the cost
to implement the CCSS in Wisconsin using a hybrid approach is approximately $25M. In the proposed
legislation, the timeline to develop new ELA (English Language Arts) and Math standards is one year.
After these new standards are approved you are asking public school districts to once again develop
and align curriculum to your new standards.

| asked these questions in fall 2013 and | will ask them again.

e How will our state support public schools from a resource standpoint with another
implementation of new standards in less than a 4 year time period?

e Will Wisconsin be able to develop a sound assessment to evaluate these new standards in a
timely fashion?

o How will this new assessment allow meaningful comparisons of how Wisconsin students are
doing relative to students in other states?

e Where were you (the legislators) in 2010 when the state first adopted these standards and
public schools across the state began developing new curriculum?

4. Legislators should not be developing Academic Standards. Education content experts should be
developing academic standards, not Wisconsin legislators. Although legislators would not be members
of the Standards Board created by SB 619, this legislation, by requiring any and all state academic
standards be promulgated as administrative rules subject to legislative review and a legislative veto,
provides a clear path for legislators to become embroiled in academic standard decisions (please
reference legal memo dated 2/21 to Dr. Evers from legal counsel). The development of academic
standards for Wisconsin students --not only in English language arts and mathematics but in science
and social studies and possibly other subjects as well--will now become directly subject to partisan

politics.

5. Nothing in the bill would prevent the Legislature from altering academic standards once they have
been adopted through the process created by Senate Bill 619. The bill makes no changes in the
existing statutes which allow existing rules, once promulgated and in effect, to be suspended by a
majority vote of a quorum of the Joint Committee for Review of Administrative Rules (JCRAR). This bill
not only subjects academic standards to partisan politics in the initial promulgation but would allow
the Legislature an additional "kick at the can" to change already adopted standards whenever it
wishes.



Southeastern Wisconsin

Schools Alliance

School leaders and members of our communities are growing weary with the constant distraction of partisan
politics obstructing the advancement of educational opportunities for our students. The SWSA member
districts are asking the state legislature to “stop the politics” around the Common Core State Standards and
allow the current ELA and Math Standards to remain intact and to allow beta testing on these standards in
spring 2014. We not only caution but oppose the advancement of any legislation that allows partisan elected
officials to develop academic standards.

www.schoolsalliance.com

As always, the SWSA offers assistance and thoughtful deliberation on the development of policy impacting the
200,000 students we represent.

Thank you for your time today.

Terri Phillips
Executive Director, Southeastern Wisconsin School Alliance (SWSA)
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March 6, 2014
Good morning,

My name is Terri Phillips and | am the Executive Director for the Southeastern Wisconsin
Schools Alliance (SWSA). We represent 29 schools districts in the Southeastern Wisconsin
region, and educate approximately 200,000 students. The districts | represent pride
themselves in providing their students the best educational opportunities possible, and that
includes developing a curriculum that adheres to high academic standards.

The SWSA and several of our member districts submitted testimony in fall 2013.
Unfortunately, we have returned again to debate many of the same issues that were
discussed last fall.

The SWSA opposes SB619 for the following reasons:

1. SB619 would effectively repeal the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and replace
the current Math and ELA (English Language Arts) standards that we have been using
for the past three years. The SWSA school districts and educators fully embraced
the Common Core State Standards after its adoption in 2010. Our educators firmly
believe these standards are rigorous, clear, and specific at each grade level and are
internationally competitive.

2. Not only are members of the education community supporting the CCSS, but the
Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce (WMC), the Metropolitan Milwaukee
Association of Commerce (MMAC) as well as foundations for international
companies such as GE endorse the CCSS. The GE Foundation white paper dated
August 2012, states that “Simply put, the CCSS will prepare our students for college
and career and will make our workforce globally competitive.” | would respectfully
ask the committee if you are truly representing Wisconsin business interests with
the proposed legislation.

The Mission of the Southeastem Wisconsin Schools Alliance is to support and promote world class schools through research,
advocacy, public policy and effective communication for the benefit of students and the economic vitality of the region.
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March 6, 2014

Hearing Testimony on Common Core State Standards (CCSS)

As the Superintendent of the Watertown Unified School District (WUSD), | am here today on behalf of
our school district to advocate for the continued support of the state adoption of the CCSS and our
opposition to Senate Bill 619. The WUSD serves approximately 4,000 students in a community of
approximately 23,000. Our teachers and administrators have spent the past three years aligning our
English Language Arts and math curriculum to the CCSS.

At the beginning of this process there were concerns that this would be an arduous task and that the
standards were perhaps too robust or too challenging, and they would force us to think about teaching
differently. Since that time, we have come to believe that the CCSS, while still not perfect, are the right
answer for the students in our District. The CCSS emphasize the necessary content and skill sets to
prepare our students for whatever post-secondary path they choose to pursue while still allowing
school districts the flexibility to create appropriate curriculum alignment to meet the unique needs of

each District.

In our work over the past three years, we have found the standards to be rigorous, relevant and well-
designed. We have also found that we have not needed to restrict the ability of teachers to utilize a
variety of instructional practices that work best with their students, and we have been able to continue
to respect the art of the craft of teaching. When | am in the classrooms of our math and ELA teachers,
I have seen them skillfully employ a variety of different styles and approaches to teaching, but | have
also seen commonalities of student engagement and rigorous expectations. The best of those worlds
is enhanced by the CCSS. '

In addition to support for the CCSS, the huge cost implications of changing the assessment and
standards target at this date must be considered. The costs of developing and implementing new
standards and developing and implementing a new assessment will be a substantial burden to our
taxpayers. In addition to those costs, there will be other significant costs including the adoption of
new and supplemental materials and professional development. Also important to consider are the
substantial resources, money, time, and energy that has already been invested to align to the CCSS.

Education — Investment in the Future



Wisconsin has long been a leader in education. In fact, Watertown, Wisconsin, is home to America’s
first kindergarten. Wisconsin continues to be a leader in graduation rates and ACT test scores and
participation levels. Alignment to the CCSS is absolutely critical to continue our role as a leader in the
nation. If we do not prepare our students for career and college readiness, we are not adequately
serving our students, parents or communities. If we halt our alignment processes to the most rigorous
and relevant standards with which we have ever worked, we do our students, parents and

communities a great disservice.

Sincerely,

Cassandra Schug
Superintendent



Testimony in Opposition to Senate Bill 619
Madison, Wisconsin
March 6, 2014

My name is Cheryl Gullicksrud, and | am the Superintendent for the School District of Mondovi.
Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 619.

A little over 30 years ago, in April of 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education
released a report entitled, A Nation At Risk. That report described classroom learning in public
schools as an “incoherent, outdated patchwork quilt” of watered down courses that produced high
school graduates ill-prepared to compete in a global economy. Ever since A Nation At Risk was
published, our nation, our state, and our local school districts have been steadily working to update
and standardize our patchwork quilt of educational programs. In Wisconsin, the 1980s brought the
20 Standards and then the Wisconsin State Standards in the 1990s. In 2001 No Child Left Behind
brought accountability to a new, national level. Now, high standards of achievement were to be
attained by every child. There was a problem, however. Because each state had developed its own
state standards and set its own proficiency levels, not all students were receiving the same level of
education. Acceptable, “proficient” student performance in-Alabama, Wisconsin, and Maryland was
very different in each state. If, as a nation, ALL students were to achieve at high levels, it became
quite apparent that the quilt of learning needed additional binding.

The National Governors Association, representing 48 states, created that binding. Working together
this group studied international benchmarks and state standards and created the Common Core
State Standards. These standards are a concise set of rigorous expectations and exemplar examples
of content that set a common performance bar for all students. No matter where the student attends
school, the expectations are the same. This equality of opportunity for all students is, as it has always
been, absolutely fundamental to our success as a nation.

The Common Core State Standards have provided a floor, not a ceiling to our local goals. They are
NOT the curriculum. Teachers in our district have spent the past three years reviewing the Common
Core State standards and using them to elevate their curricular goals and their instructional practices.
The teachers have developed their own lesson plans, they have selected their own instructional
resources, and they have created their own assessments. The Common Core has also given my
teachers a common framework for professional discussions with their peers not only in our school
but with colleagues throughout the region, the state, and the nation about best practices in teaching,
assessment, and learning. This collaborative sharing has had a positive impact on the instruction

provided to our students.

The Common Core State Standards have done much to update and repair the fabric of our public
school educational system. Ripping out the Common Core stitches that tie the local quilt blocks of
educational programming together would destroy a great deal of high quality work that has been



done by many people to equalize and improve educational opportunities for all children. 1urge this
committee to vote against Senate Bill 619 and allow the Common Core State Standards to remain an
integral, valuable element in creating and sustaining a world-class educational system in Wisconsin.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Cheryl Gullfcksrud

Superintendent
‘School District of Mondovi



To: Senator Luther Olsen
Senator Paul Farrow
Senator Alberta Darling
Senator Leah Vukmir
Senator Richard Gudex
Senator John Lehman
Senator Timothy Cullen
Senator Nikiya Harris
Senator Kathleen Vinehout

From: Rev. Oliver K. Burrows II1
Date: 6 March 2014

Re:  Support of SB 619 creating a model academic standards board

My name is Rev. Oliver K. Burrows III. I am an ordained minister, a radio talk show host of
three programs addressing issues ranging from Wisconsin sports to addressing economic, social,
and political issues from a Christian perspective and, of course, preaching. I am also a member

of the Marathon County Board of Supervisors representing District 19 in Weston, Wisconsin.

My past professional experience includes over 25 years in business, most in the information
technology field, in sales, middle, and upper level management positions. I have also been an
adjunct instructor for five different colleges and universities for more than 30 years and have
taught course in more than 20 different academic fields at the technical, undergraduate, and
graduate levels as well as served as a research advisor and second reader for AMDRSs and theses
during that time. [ was privileged to teach secondary social studies and serving as an iMentor for
an on-line high school for four years here in Wisconsin. Because of my ongoing commitment to
encouraging educational excellence and achievement, I am in the process to developing an
integrated K-Ph. D on-line education system that will focus on preparing students for careers in

business, education, and ministry in addition to my ministerial, media, and governmental work.



I am here today to speak in favor of SB 619, the goal of which is to create a model academic
standards board in Wisconsin for a number of reasons. Let me say at the outset that I strongly
support the creation of academic standards in all of the twenty-one academic disciplines
addressed, albeit incompletely, in the 1998 standards which I used in writing four social studies
curricula for the Mosinee School District in 2003. At the same time, I also support the statutorily
protected privilege of local districts to create and implement standards that meet the needs of

their students.

In speaking in favor of SB 6219, I first would like to express my concerned that the adoption of
Common Core State Standards that were funded through grants provided by the Department of
Education are inadequate and thus detrimental to the ability of the over 400 school districts in
this state to address the needs of their students. At present, these standards cover only two areas,
those being English and mathematics. Having written curricula for high school course in
Economics, World Cultures, Government, and Topics in European History at the secondary level
and used “canned” curricula at the post-secondary level for almost 30 years, I understand the
need for communities, whether academic or governmental, to exercise control over both the
content of what and how their students learn. The adoption of Common Core State Standards,
which were incomplete at time of adoption by Dr. Tony Evers in 2010 and in 2014, do not
provide comprehensive standards for all academic disciplines. The model academic standards
board, as outlined in SB 619, allows for such comprehensive standards to be created and vetted

by all stakeholders prior to their adoption.



Second, having seen the failures of previous federally-funded education efforts such as
Outcomes 2000 and No Child Left Behind, I am skeptical as to what the new effbrts associated
with the implementation of Common Core State Standards are likely to achieve. Wisconsin was
in the process, albeit slowly, of creating and approving new standards in the period from 2006-
2010 when that effort was abandoned by the Department of Public Instruction in favor of

Common Core Standards that lack the comprehensiveness I address earlier.

Third, having taught the History of Constitutional Law at both the secondary and post-secondary
levels, I am also concerned about the continued expansion of the federal authority over public
education from both a constitutional and practical point of view. Even setting aside the
constitutionality of federal control over education, having standards developed and overseen by
individuals, however well-meaning, without feet on the floors of Wisconsin classrooms is not in

the best interests of our students, post-secondary institutions, and businesses.

Fourth, the implementation of Common Core State Standards nationally has created the potential
for a virtual vertically integrated monopoly ranging from preK-12 public schools through
textbook publishers and post-secondary entrance testing. We have seen fit to create the Citizen’s
Utility Board in Wisconsin to oversee quasi-monopolies in the energy industry and others boards
to regulate other educational and business activities ranging from post-secondary education to
audiology and medicine. Thus, it is both consistent and appropriate to create a model academic

standards board.

Fifth, given my twenty years in information technology teaching and consulting work, I have
learned that pilot projects are always the best way to minimize implementation problems and

possible failures costing organizations hundreds of thousands of dollars. This approach does not



appear to have been actively considered by the Department of Public Instruction relative to
Common Core State Standards, and the implementation of a model academic standards board
provides such an opportunity to consider a pilot testing approach to standards to improve the

probability of success.

Sixth, a successfully implemented coﬁrse of action in any field of endeavor is based on first
defining expected or desired outputs and output measures, with the needed inputs and processes
derived from those expected or desired outputs. The assessment criteria associated with the
implementation of Common Core State Standards are still under development and have not even
been fully “field-tested” at this time, which is a significant reason to look at a Wisconsin-based
academic standards system that is based on an outcome-input-process model that has been

successfully used in training programs in both secondary education and business.

Finally, the recent statements attributed to Dr. Tony Evers questioning the role of the legislature
in the creation, approval, and implementation of academic standards is at odds with the
constitutionally enumerated responsibilities of the Assembly and the Senate. Simply supplying
the funding for the Department of Public Instruction’s operations without any oversight and
accountability is inconsistent with the way in which other state government functions are
handled. The oversight, accountability, and approval process in the area of development and
implementation of academic standards should be no different than any other department of state

government.

For the aforementioned reasons, I urge the Senate Committee on Education to approve and
forward SB 619 for consideration and approval by the Senate as a whole. Thank you for your

time, and I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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To: Chairman Luther Olson and Senate Education Committee Members

From: Lee Allinger, Superintendent of Schools
Nan Bunnow, Director of Humanities
Becky Walker, Director of Math

Date: March 6, 2014
RE:  Opposition to Senate Bill 619

Representing the Appleton Area School District, we are here in opposition of Senate Bill 619 (SB619). Passage of SB619
is a major concern as it will result in the elimination of the Wisconsin Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in English
Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics as well as set in motion a political process for development of new replacement

standards.

The Wisconsin CCSS provide a rigorous, minimum set of standards for all students. We attest that the CCSS provide a
foundational set of competency expectations that are much more robust than the previously defined Wisconsin Model
Academic Standards provided. Although there has been some concern related to the rigorous competencies associated
with the CCSS, students are making great strides and are achieving higher levels of performance than we imagined they
would at this early stage of implementation. As we all know, the key to our students’ success lies in building the capacity
of our staff to instructionally design and deliver the highest-quality learning experiences that match the diverse learning
needs of each of our students. CCSS provide consistent learning targets upon which educators can focus and collaborate to
{ransform instructional practices in order to strive to meet the learning needs of all students. This is especially beneficial
for our students whose families are more mobile. Assuring a more common set of learning experiences for all students
serves our Wisconsin communities well.

Over the past three years, as part of our continuous improvement process and local curriculum cycle, Appleton educators
have worked tirelessly both during the school year and throughout the summer to:
e Develop local curriculum and assessments as well as select instructional materials to support the implementation
of CCSS in both ELA and Mathematics.
e Engage in rich, meaningful professional development and dialogue to better understand the CCSS, locally
developed curriculum, and instructional best practices.
e Revise the elementary school progress report to a standards-based format in ELA and Mathematics to better
communicate student progress on grade level specific learning targets.
e Provide opportunities for students to understand learning targets and partner with teachers in achieving them.
e Develop and implement school-based events to help our parents understand the new curriculum, instructional
practices, and progress report. —



Page 2

This has been a valuable journey. As standards are brought to life in the classroom, instructional practices are evolving,
and student achievement is improving. Elimination of Wisconsin CCSS would send a message to our educators that the
investment of their time is not valued and not making a difference and that the standards we are striving to achieve are not
appropriate. To adopt different state standards in ELA and Mathematics at this point would be disruptive to educators,
parents, and- most importantly- to the learning of our students.

As we-all'know, the key to our students’ success lies'in building the capacity of our staff to instructionally désign and
deliver the highest-quality learning experiences that match the diverse needs of each of our students. We strongly believe
that academic standards in Wisconsin should be written by content experts from the education field and developed
through an inclusive, representative process that is facilitated by the Department of Public Instruction. The standards
should be internationally benchmarked, based on research-based best practices, and rigorous. It is our hope that as the
conversation continues around state academic standards that strong consideration be given to the perspective of
Wisconsin’s educators- those who work to develop curriculum and assessments, select instructional materials, and adopt
the instructional practices that move us forward as a state toward higher levels of student achlevement



BRIAN H. HANES, PhD
SUPEFRINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
920.492.2905 ext. 1003

E-mail: bhanes@ashwaubenon.k12.wi.us

ASHWAUBENON
SCHOOL DISTRICT

March 6, 2014

Attention Senate Committee Members:

I write to you in strong opposition to Senate Bill 619. The School District of Ashwaubenon has been
positively impacted by the standards from the standpoint that we have increased the amount of
expectations on the plate of teachers and administrators. Tt takes time to unpack, understand and
coordinate curriculum delivery and numerous hours and district resources have been dedicated to this
process. Senate Bill 619 would set district standard-based instruction efforts back by three to five years.
Curriculum review is an ongoing process and at the heart of what we do to impact learning. From that
standpoint, we have always looked at curriculum with a continuous improvement focus. The difference
with the Common Core is that it impacts multiple curricular areas.

Our trained and certified educators have found that the Common Core standards are more rigorous than
what the state has expected in the past. The Common Core Standards provide a higher level of rigor,
relevance and overall expectations for students.

We have augmented the standards and view them as a “floor” not “ceiling” expectation. We view the
Common Core as the “What” to teach but understand we have the autonomy to determine “How” to
deliver and enhance the general framework outlined in Common Core. Examples of arcas that are
augmented in Ashwaubenon include district handwriting expectations, college bound math track
availability, world language opportunities beginning at the elementary level, gifted and talented
extensions with our GLOBE program at the elementary and middle levels, and other advanced
placement and honors level opportunities.

Having served in public education for the past 27 years and in the role as a public school Superintendent
the past eighteen years, what upsets me the most is the fact that the development of our state standards
has become politicized! We have highly trained educators who recognize the value and need to increase
rigor; it is extremely concerning to me to observe individuals without such training attempting to make
curricular decisions. Wisconsin has an outstanding reputation for quality education and that quality is
seriously being threatened by recent decisions. Checking with local universities, teacher education
enrollment is down. If this trend continues it will seriously jeopardize the quality of education as well as
future economy in Wisconsin. Again, I urge you to oppose Senate Bill 619. Please feel free to call me
if you would like to discuss this further or to talk directly with other educators.

Respectfully,

3 Al

Brian H. Hanes, Ph.D.
Superintendent of Schools

Ashwaubenon School District 1055 Griffiths Lane Ashwaubenon, W1 54304 P, 920.492.2900 F. 920.492.2911 www.ashwaubenon.kl2.wi.us

Ashwaubenon is an equal opportunity school district, functioning under non-discrimination policies.
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Senate Bill 167
By: Senators Ligon, Jr. of the 3rd, Loudermilk of the 14th, Albers of the 56th, Hufstetler of
the 52nd, Hill of the 6th and others

AS PASSED SENATE

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT

To amend Title 20 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to education, so as to
address various issues impacting students in public schools in this state, including student
data, student competencies, and student testing; to provide for a public process to review
changes to content standards in core subjects; to provide for legislative findings; to provide
for the establishment of Content Standards Advisory Councils; to authorize the councils to
review content standards, assessments, and data collection policies; to provide for
subcommittees; to provide for public hearings and publicinput; to provide for recommended
changes; to provide for timelines; to prohibit the state from relinquishing any control over
content standards or assessments; to provide for flexibility; to provide for short titles; to
establish limitations and requirements regarding student data; to provide for definitions; to
provide for limitations on the collection of student information; to provide for limitations on
the disclosure of personally identifiable information to third parties; to provide for penalties
and enforcement; to provide for related matters; to provide for an effective date; to provide

for applicability; to repeal conflicting laws; and for other purposes.
BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF GEORGIA:

PARTI
SECTION 1-1.

This part shall be known and may be referred to as the "Act to Restore Educational Authority

to Georgia Citizens.”

SECTION 1-2.
The General Assembly finds that:
(1) The state should establish first-class competencies and content standards that will

provide a broad liberal arts education and lead to educated citizens equipped to preserve

S.B. 167
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a self-governing republic of free people who are prepared for postsecondary education and
a career;, and
(2) Indetermining such competencies and content standards, there should be strong citizen

participation in the process.

SECTION 1-3.
Title 20 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating.to education, is amended by
revising Code Section 20-2-141, relating to the review of competencies and core curriculum,
as follows:

"20-2-141. .

(a) The State Board of Education shall review content standards in each of the four core

subject areas of mathematics, English language arts, science. and social studies establish
at least once every four five years areview of the-adopted-competencies-and-uniformty

proposedchangestotocat schootsystems-and-the-Generat-Assembty forreview. The state
board shall propose changes to such content standards as it deems in the best interest of
students, their parents, teachers, and taxpayers.
(b) _The state board shall establish and implement a process in accordance with the
requirements of this Code section which includes that:
(1) The state board shall review relevant research in the core subject area under review
and identify the content standards where revision is appropriate:
(2)_The state board shall examine content standards for such core subject area which
have been previously or are currently adopted by Georgia or by other states or countries,
with preference given to states that had standards which were highly rated in national

survevs of state standards before 2010 and to states and countries with hi rated

internationally competitive test results;
(3) Through an open and transparent process. the state board shall solicit interested

persons who are eligible to be appointed to and serve on an advisory council convened
ursuant to subsection of this Code section. The state d shall submit all such

names to_the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and Speaker of the House of
Representatives for their consideration for appointment: and

(4)_The state board shall report its proposed changes to content standards for a core
subject area to such advisory council. Upon receipt of the state board's proposed changes

to content standards. the Council shall immediately begin its review, which may include

S. B. 167
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review of other content standards within the same subject area, state-wide

criterion-referenced assessments related to the same subject area. or data collection
policies; provided. however, that nothing shall preclude the Council from commencing
anvy review as soon as the Council members are appointed.

(c)(1) On a biennial basis, a Content Standards Advisory Council ('Council’) shall be

convened pursuant to this subsection to review proposed changes by the state board to
content standards in core subject areas. Fach Council convened pursuant to this
subsection shall exist for a term of two years and shall review a specified subject area in
each vear of its two-year term. The Council shall be composed of 17 members as
follows:
(A) Nine parent or grandparent representatives, representing public school students:
the Govemor, the Lieutenant Govemnor d the Speaker of the House of
Representatives shall each appoint three parent or grandparent representatives, one
representative each from the elementary school level, one representative each from the
middle school level,_and one representative each from the high school level:
(B) Three current or retired teacher representatives, including one elementary school
teacher. one middle school teacher, and one high school teacher. appointed by the
Govemnor; and
(C)_Two private-sector representatives, one appointed by the Lt. Governor and one
appointed by the Speaker.

Three postsecon content specialist education representatives, appointed by the
Governor. _As used in this subparagraph, the term 'postsecondary content specialist'
means someone currently employed or retired. who has taught the subject content at
least five years in a postsecondary institution and having an advanced degree,

referably a doctorate, in the subject of study. Specifically. it means English for
English language arts standards. mathematics or statistics for mathematics standards,
natural sciences and engineering for science standards, and government, economics
histor r political philosophy for social studies standards. Advanced degrees in
education of the subject, such as mathematics education or science education, do not
qualify for the purpose of this subparagraph.
(2)_Council members shall possess at least a bachelor's degree in at least one of the
subject areas under review during such member's two-year term or a related subject area
at a minimum and have appropriate experience and credentials, as determined by the
appointing official, All members of the Council shall be residents of the State of Georgia

for at least six months prior to appointment. To the extent possible, the Council shall

include balanced representation from urban, suburban, and rural areas and representation

S.B. 167

-
-3 -



14 SB 167/CSFA/2

from each coneressional district, The Council shall elect a chairperson and vice

chairperson from among its membership.

(3)_Council members shall serve a two-vear term and may be reappointed once. In the
event of a vacancy. such member shall be replaced within 30 days of such vacancy in the
same manner as the original appointment made pursuant to paragraph (1) of this
subsection.

(4) _The Council shall establish subcommittees to help carry out its duties and
responsibilities under this Code section. Such subcommittees shall include Council
members and other appropriate individuals knowledgeable and experienced in the subject
area_under review. including, but not limited to retired or currently employed
early-childhood development professionals, K-5 content specialists, grades 6-8 content
specialists, grades 9-12 content specialists, certified K-5 teachers, certified grades 6-8
teachers, and certified grades 9-12 teachers and postsecondary content specialists. Each
subcommittee shall elect a chairperson and co-chairperson. '

5) Council members beommittee members shall be reimbursed for per diem and

vel expenses in the same manner as provided forin Code ion 45-7-21. Subjectto

appropriations, non-public-sector members may receive an honorarium for their services
and local school systems may be reimbursed for the cost incurred in hiring substitute
teachers in the absence of educators serving on a subcommittee, Council members and
subcommittee members, as well as any members of their families or their business
entities. shall not have conflicts of interest with regard to actions taken by the Council
and shall not accept any money, meals, trips, gifts, or any other favors from any person
business, or organization that would benefit, financially or otherwise, from actions taken
by the Council.

(6) The state board shall post on the department website the names. contact information
and credentials of each Council member and subcommittee member.
d) Any and all meetings conducted by the state board. the Council, o committees of

the Council at which content standards are discussed or decided upon shall be subject to
Chapter 14 of Title 50, relating to open and public meetings; provided. however, that this
shall not apply to assessment instruments reviewed or discussed pursuant to subsection (i)
of Code Section 20-2-281.
(g) Prior to the 90 day period provided for in subsection (f) of this Code section, the state
board shall:

(1) Post all proposed changes to content standards on the Department of Education

website;

7 Submit all proposed changes to content standards to the Council, Governor

Lieutenant Gov: r Speaker of the House of Representatives. chairperson of the Senate

S.B. 167
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Education and Youth Committee, chairperson of the House Committee on Education, and
each local school system. Upon receipt of proposed changes from the state board, each
local school system shall notify the parents or guardians of its students that proposed
content standards are available for review on the department website; and

(3) Submit all proposed changes to content standards to the president of each public
ostsecondary institution in this state. on receipt of proposed changes from the state

board. the president of each public postsecondary institution in this state shall provide an

lectronic copy of the proposed changes to the appropriate school deans, department
heads. orboth. as appropriate, so that. for purposes of illustration only, proposed changes
to English language arts standards shall be sent to the heads of English departments

High school mathematics standards shall be sent fo the heads of de ents of
mathematics, engineering. physical and biological sciences. and computer science.

(f)_The state board shall provide a 90 day period for public review and comment on its
proposed content standards and on any other content standards in the same subject area.
Within such 90 day period:

1) Each state board member shall conduct at least one public hearing and shall provide
notice of such hearing by issuing a press release to print and broadcast media serving the
congressional district and providing notice to each local school system within the
congressional district. Upon receipt of such notice, each local school system shall notify

arents and ecuardians of all students of such public hearing, The state board shall

rovide at least one weelk's notice to each state legislator who represents a portion of the

congressional district, ‘The Council shall use its best efforts to have Council members
present at each hearing, The state board shall cause minutes of the hearings to be taken
and shall distribute such minutes to all state board members and Council members within
ten business days of each such public hearing;

(2)_The state board shall solicit feedback on the proposed content standards or on any

other content standards in the same ject from teachers ents, and other
stakeholders through the development, posting, and advertisement of an online survev

and shall accept any comments received via e-mail or United States mail. The stateboard
shall also solicit feedback from appropriate content related organizations, associations,
and agencies. All feedback received by the state board shall be made available to the
Council; and

(3) The Senate Education and Youth Committee and the House Committee on Education
may each hold additional public hearings to provide additional opportunity for public
comments on the proposed changes and shall submit to the Council any public comments
received from the hearings.

S.B. 167
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169  All public comments received by the state board in the 90 day period shall be part of the
170 public record and shall be maintained by the Department of Education and available for
171 review for at least six vears

172 (g) The Council and its subcommittees shall review the proposals made by the state board
173 and the feedback received pursuant to subsection (f) of this Code section and, with any
174  needed assistance from the department, propose changes to the state board’s proposed
- 175 content standards as it deems appropriate. Any proposed changes by the Council shall be
176 submitted to the state board by the Council in the form of a written report no later than 60
177  days after the expiration of the 90 day period for public review provided in subsection
178 of this Code section. The Council and its subcommittees shall also have the discretion to
179  review and make recommendations on any related content standards in the same subject
180 area, on any state-wide assessments administered pursuant to Code Section 20-2-281 which
181 are criterion-referenced assessments relating to the subject area under review, and on any

182 data collection policies of the Department of Education or Office of Student Achievement.
183 h)(1) Simultaneously with submitting the written report to the state board pursuant to

184 subsection (g) of this Code section, the Council, through the d t, shall provi
185 an electronic copy of the changes proposed by the Council to all members of the Senate
186 Education and Youth Committee and House Committee on Education, to each local
187 school system, and to the president of each public postsecondary insfitution in this state
188 and shall make such proposed changes available to the public via Internet posting on the
189 department website. .
190 (2) Upon receipt of proposed changes from the Council, each local school system shall
191 in notify the parents or guardians of its students that proposed content standards are
192 available for review on the department website,

193 (3)_Upon receipt of proposed changes from the Council, the president of each public
194 postsecondary institution in this state shall provide an electronic copy of the proposed
195 changes to the appropriate school deans, department heads, or both in the same manner
196 as provided in paragraph (3) of subsection (e) of this Code section.

197  (i)_After receipt of the revised proposed content standards from the Council, the state
198  board shall take into consideration the recommendations of the Council, and the state
199  board. in an open public meeting, shall make changes to the content standards as it deems
200  in the best interest of students, their parents, teachers, and this state's citizens. The
201 adoption of content standards pursuant to this Code section shall not be subject to Article

202 1 of Chapter 13 of Title 50, the 'Georgia Administrative Procedure Act.' The state board
203 shall report such approved content standards to local school systems and th neral

204 Assembly and post such approved content standards in an easily accessible location on the
205 de ent website.

S.B. 167
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(1) The requirements contained in this Code section shall apply to all content standards in
accordance with a timetable established by the state board: provided, however, that the
review of content standards in mathematics shall be completed no later than May 31. 2015

and implemented no later than the beginning of the 2016-2017 school year. and the review
of content standards in English language arts shall be completed no later than May 31,
2016, and implemented no later than the beginning of the 2017-2018 school year. Nothing
in_this_subsection shall prohibit the state board from accelerating the i metable or
conducting the review of two subject areas in the same year or prohibit a local board of
education from implementing the revised mathematics content standards in the 2015-201 6
school year.”

SECTION 1-4.
Said title is further amended by adding a new Code section to read as follows:
"20-2-141.1.
(2) Beginning on the effective date of this Code section, the State of Georgia shall retain
ole control over the development and revision of the content standards establishe

pursuant to Code Section 20-2-140 and no content standards shall be adopted or

implemented exceptin accordance with the procedures required by Code Section 20-2-141;
provided, however, that such required procedures shall not apply to courses developed and
submitted by local boards of education for approval by the state board. On and after the
effective date of this Code section. the state shall not adopt any federally prescribed content
standards or any national content standards established by a consortium of states or a third
party, including, but not limited to, the Next Generation Science Standards, the National
Curriculum for Social Studies. the National Health Education Standards, or the National
Sexuality Standards.
(b) No official of the State of Georgia, whether elected or appointed or representing the
state in any capacity, shall join. on behalf of the state or a state agen consortium
association. or entity or enter into a binding agreement, when such membership or
agreement would relinquish any measure of control over standards and assessments, to any
individual or entity outside the state.
(c) The Department of Education shall annually submit to the General Assembly a detailed
report of all grants. including federal. private, or from other sources that the department
‘has applied for or received and of all outside funding that the department has received, The
report shall include:

(1) Long-term projections of unfunded costs for both state and local governments for at

- least a 12 year peri

S.B. 167
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(2)_The purpose and effect of the program., including its effect on and interrelationship
with any existing program currently operating within this state;
(3) Justification for the program and peer reviewed research, if any, that validates the
effectiveness of the program: and
(4) Any negative effects on the constitutional rights of Georgia citizens. including their
right to exercise control over education.
(d) All state-wide K-12 tests and assessments shall be controlled by the State of Georgia
without any obligation to other entities, states, consortia, or the federal government and

shall not be designed to test national standards or rebranded national standards or be based
n stan s established bv a consortium of states or a third including but n

limited to the Next Generation Science Standards, the National Curriculum for Social

Studies, the National Health Education Standards, or the National Sexuality Standards.
The state shall not relinquish any binding control over testing as a condition of receiving

a grant, On and after the effective date of this Code section, criterion assessments
developed pursuant to Code Section 20-2-281 shall be aligned with the content standards

revised pursuant to Code Sectibn 20-2-141 for each subject area. Until such new
assessments are developed. the state board shall use elementary. middle, and high school
level criterion assessments which progress toward revised content standards.”

SECTION 1-5.

(a) Beginning September 24, 2014, a local school system shall have the flexibility to
determine its curriculum and instruction without constraint, including returning to curriculum
and instruction aligned to the former Georgia Performance Standards that were in effect in
June 2010, until the completion of the revision process established pursuant to this part and
the establishment of new standards pursuant to such process. Further, local school systems
may elect to use discrete mathematics and to adopt reading lists, instructional materials, and
support materials. Following the adoption of content standards pursuant to the process
established in Code Section 20-2-141, local school systems may sequence, expand, and
enrich the content standards to the extent deemed necessary and appropriate for its students
and communities.

(b) Local school systems shall ensure strict compliance with the federal Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act and with other federal disabilities laws and shall fully implement
all Individualized Education Programs, Section 504 plans, and accommodations for English
Language Learners established pursuant to such federal laws and shall not construe any state
adopted standards to supersede the requirements of any such program, plan, or

accommodation.

S.B. 167
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(j)_The requirements contained in this Code section shall apply to all content standards in
accordance with a timetable established by the state board: provided. however, that the

review of content standards in mathematics shall be completed no later than May 31, 2013,
and implemented no later than the beginning of the 2016-2017 school vear. and the review

of content standards in English language arts shall be completed no later than May 31,
2018 school year. Nothin

tn thiz wihacotan shall peohibit the state board from accelerating the timetable or

ented nio later than the beginning of the 2017-

1~
ll,l_l 1CT1IC

conducting the review of two subject areas in the same year or prohibit a local beard of

education from Trmnlamantina n-l-m ravricad fv\nf]—‘nmnﬁnn ~amtent rwi-nﬂflr)rr]n inthadN1X5 MNtA

Uids miaeps

schooi year.,”

Said title is further amended by adding a new Code section to read as follows:
20-2-141.1.
(a) Beginning on the effective date of this Code section, the State of Georgia shall retain

sole control over the development and revision of the content standards established
pursuant to Code Section 20-2-140 and no content standards shall be adopted or

implemented except in accordance with the procedures required by Code Section 20-2-141:

=mneided hownvor fhat ook reguived procedurcs shall not apply to courses developed and

submitted by local boards of education for approval by the state board. On and after the

effectivadaraniihin Cnds

standards or any national content standards established by a consortium of states or a third

E I A L U o g .o o Y, S ~

o= e PR = . wnos Voeoe Fe Ao AT oo }
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Curriculum for Social Studies, the National Health Education Standards. or the National
Sexuality Standards.
(b) No official of the State of Georgia, whether elected or appointed or representing the

state in aily capaci

association, or entity or enter into a binding agreement. when such membership or
agreement would relinquish any measure of control over standards and assessments. to any

(c) The Department of Education shall annually submit to the General Assembly a detailed
vt a2l arants inctndins fderal nrivate or from other sources. that the department

has applied for or received and of all outside funding that the department has received. The
report shall inclnde:

(1) Long-term projections of unfunded costs for both state and local governments for at
least a 12 year period:

S.B. 167
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(2) The purpose and effect of the program. including its effect on and interrelationship
with any existing program currently operating within this state:

(3) Justification for the program and peer reviewed research, if any, that validates the
effectiveness of the program: and

(4) Any negative effects on the constitutional rights of Georgia citizens. including their
right to exercise control over education.

without any obligation to other entities, states. consortia, or the federal government and

T DR, S . O U e R e, L i o . o T K USRY. ST SR, Fpae |
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on any standards established by a consortium of states or a third party. including but not

limitad +n the Navt fRenaratinn Qeience Standards the Natinnal Curriendom for Social

Studies. the National Health Education Standards, or the National Sexuality Standards.
The state shall not relinquish any binding control over testing as a condition of recciving

a grant. On and after the effective date of this Code section, criterion assessments

developed pursuant to Code Section 20-2-281 shall be aligned with the content standards

revised pursuant to Code Section 20-2-141 for each subjcct arca. Uniil such now

assessments are developed. the state board shall use element. middle. and high school

2 towaned rovised content standards.”

SECTION i-5.

(a) Beginning September 24, 2014, a local school sysiein shali have i feiiviiiy 10
determine its curriculum and instruction without constraint, including returning to curriculum
=n:d instruction aligned to the former Georgia Performance Standards that were in effect in
June 2010, until the completion of the revision process established pursuant to this part and
the establishment of new standards pursuant to such process. Furiher, locai school sysieins
may elect to use discrete mathematics and to adopt reading lists, instructional materials, and
support materials. Following the adoption of content standards pursuant to the process
actahliched in Code Section 20-2-141, local school systems may sequence, expand, and
enrich the content standards to the extent deemed necessary and appropriate for its students
and communities.

(b) Local school systems shall ensure strict compliance with the federal Individuals with
Digahilitiag Education Act and with other federal disabilities laws and shall fully implement
all Individualized Education Programs, Section 504 plans, and accommodations for English
Language Learners established pursuant to such federal laws and shall not construe any state
adopted standards to supersede the requirements of any such program, plan, or

accommodation.
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PARTTI

SECTION 2Z-i.

This part shall be known and may be cited as the "Student Right to Privacy Act."

SECTION Z-2.

Title 20 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to education, is amended by

adding a new article to Chapter 1, relating to general provisions, to read as follows:

TARTICLE 3

20-1-30.
(a)_As used in this article, the term:

(1) 'Affective computing' means systems and devices that can or attemnt to recognize

interpret, process. or simulate aspects of human feelings or emotions.
(2) 'Biometric data' means a record of one or more measurable biological or behavioral

characteristics that can be used for automated recognition of an individual, including
fingerprints, retina and iris patterns, voiceprints, DNA sequence (including newborn
screening information). and faciai characteristics.

(3) 'Cloud computing service' means a service that enables on-demand network access
to a shared pool of configurable computing resources, such as networks, servers, storage.

applications. and services. to provide a student, teacher. or school personnel account
hazed mraductivity apnlications such as e-mail. document storage. and document editing

that can be rapidly provisioned and released with minimal management effort or
interaction with a cloud computing service provider. A cloud comiputing seivice has tie
characteristics of on-demand self-service. broad network access, resource noaling. vapid

elasticity, and measured service.

{4y 'Ciemd eommating cervice neavider’ means an entity, other than an education

institution, that operates a clond computing service.
(5) Dei:
(6) 'Education institution' means any public early care and learning program, elementary

nr serandary achnnl _ar onvernino hoard of a charter school in this state.

& e Novs s T R T I e el B s
Gl e ans the Tleaen s Nerartneent o Ndaration

(7) 'Education program' means a program of instruction administered by a state agency
or education institution within this state.

(8) 'Interpersonal resources’ means noncognitive. emotional. and psychological

characteristics and attributes and skills used to manage relationships and interactions
between or among individuals.

S. B. 167
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(9} 'Intrapersonal resources' means noncognitive, emotional, and psychological

characteristics and attributes used to manage emotions and attitudes within an individual.

(30} T .oeal school svstem' means any local board of education. local school system. or

governing board of a charter school in this state.

(11) 'Psychelopical reaonrees means nancoonitive amatinnal characteristice attributes

and skills, including mindsets, learning strategies. and effortful control. used by an

individual to address or manage various life situations.
(12) 'State agency' means the Georgia Department of Education. the State Board of

Education. the Education Coordinating Council, the Office of Student Achievement the

Ceorgia Department of Early Care and Learning, the Georgia Student Finance
Commission, the Georgia Student Finance Authority. the Georgia Professional Standards

.

R ns oo

Commission, any 1o _ atinnal

i

grade 12 education related entity. including any education related foundation or nonprofit

EE T S ¥ Ko 5 W WEolAEol W B, SR B s EThER A A wEaEsTE
i erem ey AT ST P IS e e e U  ni sty e Aol 2 SLaliites,

(13) 'Student data base' means the Georgia Statewide l.ongitudinal Data System

established pursuantto Code Section 20-2-320, inclidingthe 54 AV 2y datnsvatoss

the K-12 Statewide Longitudinal Data System. or any other system or data warehouse
PO VRN M S S o | SRS MY PPN . S L s - - 1 . =

DiOVidiiig subsiailiiaily i€ saini€ fuictioi which collects, houses. or maintains data on
Georgia students_in_pre-kindergarten through postsecondary education, including

recional. interstate. or federal data warehouse organizations under contract to or with a

memorandum ofunderstanding with the Georaia Nenortment afHdncation the OWffre of

Student Achievement. or other state education entity.

{14y "Weik farce infarmation’ means information related to unemployment insurance.

wage records, unemployment insurance benefit claims. or employment and earnings data

from work force data eonrees anch as state wage records_the Waca Rocord Interrhanaa

System (WRIS), or the federal Employment Data Exchange System (FEDES).

(15) 'Written consent' means signed and dated consent in written form or by electronic

ienaiure given prior to the data collection or disclosure and specifically consenting to

the collection or disclosure of specific data.

MY A mmend i shis m=Hels dha son Maolose P lodyogtion records,’ eligible student,

arent.' " ' ‘versonally identifiable information,' 'record.' and 'student' shall have the

sdime meanite an fhann dprarn gen AT b 4l mne

promulgated under the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act as of January 1, 2014.

Zu-1-31.

(a) Unless explicitly required by federal law. no student or family information may be

~had sustem.or education institution without the written

R I L e

.
TEeasETL L TR S LIANS SOSOTTT aSw A S
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345 consent of parents. guardians. or eligible students unless the data is directly related to the
346 educational needs of the student. The following information is not considered directly
347 related to the educational needs of the student:

348 (1)_Kindergarten through grade 12 student biometric data, except as may be necessary

349 to facilitate the instruction of special needs stidente ar ctudente nartirinating in cchonl

350 physical education and athletic programs:

351 (2) Any data collected via affective computing, including analysis of facial expressions.
352 EEG brain wave patterns, skin conductance, galvanic skin response. heart-rate variability
353 pulse, blood volume, posture, and eye-tracking;

354 (3)_Student or family religious affiliation or beliefs:

355 (4) Student or family political affiliation or beliefs;

336 (5) Student or family member sexual orieniation or beliefs about sexeal srioninting
357 (6) Student or family gun ownership;

323 ST T iAo ducuih iade 12 studeit oi faimily incoiie data, except information
359 necessary to determine eligibility for. to facilitate participation in. or to recejve financial
360 assistance under a scholaiship, fies-ci-rodincd-leoch, o other fmanciztasaistance
361

362

363 otherwise authorized by law.

364 (b)_Unless explicitly required by federal law. a local school system shall not allow the

state-ywide ctndent

its students to be entered inte anv

following information regardin

366 Iongitudinall data base without the written consent of parents, guardians. or eligible
367 students:

368 (1) Medical. health, and mental health records, except immunization records required by

369 state law. records needed or created hw a schanl hacad haslth nracram for odminictering
370 —resciiption drugs or otherwise treating a student at school. records needed or created by
371 a school based counselor when a student seeks counseling while at school. or fitness
372 assessments conducted pursuant to Code Section 20-2-777.

373 (2) Student or family workforce information, except information related to work based
374 leamine. tochnical. of industry-certificate programs participated in for academic credit
375 or as used for an audit, evaluation, or compliance activity in connection with a
376 state-sunporiod o peanridedd kit moeenets eadd ol Bl st oy o
377 out from any personally identifiable data being disclosed for the purposes of such audits.
379 (3) _Any psychological data (including any resulting from classroom. education
380 institution. local school svstem. state, or national assessments) that meazure

381 psychological resources. attributes, dispositions, social skills. attitudes. or interpersonal

S. B. 167
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or intrapersonai resources: provided. however. that this shall not include special

education assessments: or

(4) Any data developed through predictive modeling, except information necessary for
dropout-prevention programs and as necessary for evaluation of education programs
relating to student proficiencies as measured in pre-K through grade 12 education or to

predict student success in higher education.
{¢) No funds, whether from federal or private grants or other sources, shall be used on

consiruction. enhancement, or expansion of any student data base that does not comply
with the provisions of this Code section. that is designed to collect and store student data

socdin iy e mre Tona e et fhrnnipgh orade |2 or posisecondary education

or compile their personal. nonacademic information beyond what is necessary for either

e R 0 R o i~ s Ta e s P .a Lo SN E at R | A% + 42 s - - oo R I
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academic programs and student progress. or that is used for an audit. evaluation, or

i oeerni Doodes ol o siabe Shbpon ied education programs.

(d) No state agency. local school system, or education institution shall pursue or accept

P e G e e S

the collection or reporting of any types of student data in violation of subsection (a) or (b)

of this Code section.

(e)(1) No later than August 1, 2014, state agencies. local school systems, and education
inctitutinne chall shlicly and conenienonsly disclose on their websites the type of

ersonally identifiable information from education records maintained by such state

agencies, howal achont swstoees

SN . W S W | S—

N P L e T
R R N TS T E O TR e e e =T

with outside parties. and the types of education records that are transferred to cloud

rommntine carvira nraviders, Thic dicclnaure chall be indated within 30 davs of anv

i T e

change. Local school systems and education institutions shall aninualiy NGty Jaiciits ang
eligible students of such website posting which may be accomplished through promanont

acencies shali alsa provide g

chairpersons of the Senate Education and Youth Committee and House Committee on

Edneation  Sneh diselovn = and lectiondde metif mi sy T baerlen?

smyonds or ciigible students regarding the process to request a copy of the education
record pertaining to that student contained in the student data base. the required response
time. and the progess to contest its content pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(2) Within 30 days of a request to a local school system, parents and eligible students

shall be provided a printed copy of the student's education records that are in a student
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data base and shall have the right to correct the records in such data base in a manner that

is consistent with requirements of state and federal law.

20-1-32.
(a) Except as otherwise authorized by this Code section, access to education records in the

student data hase shall he restricted to the authorized representatives of the state agency

local school system. or education institution who require such access to perform their

accioned duties. No individual shall be designated an authorized representative for such

qu-l-. thn Anniaendie~ .~+.-.4-.-.
Yatsr bhiw Livoicas

 be disclosed

to a party conducting research or studies for or on behalf of such state agencies or

- S Gl ey 1)) i e | 41 = e R PEPRITE M - - 1 -1 . ., P 11
educaiion instiiutiviis Uiticss tic paiciii, Slaiden, OF Crizmiuiv dtusvile es tader e

notice of the right to opt out.
narty condueting research or a study as described in paragraph (1) of this

subsection shall comply with the requirements of subsection (d) of this Code section in

order to receive any records.

(3) Each state agency and education institution shall develop and publish criteria for the
approval of research related data requests from state and local government agencies. the
Ranaral Accambly arademic researchers, and the public.

(¢) Before conducting any audit or evaluation of an education program or conducting any

PR | DU 7, O N ST FR ) Sy (P, W R N

comnliaie oi enfnreamont anti

federal. state. or local school system supported programs, the state agency, local school

avctam  ar aduratinn inctitotinn chall enacify the faderal or ctate Teoal anthority for the

audit. evaluation. or compliaiice or enforcemeint activity. il COnduUCting any audit or

evaluation of an education program or conductmg any comphance orenforcomant a

=-ith I-23l roauirements that relate to federal, state. or local school svstem

sunported education programs, when such audit. evaluation. or activity involves access to

nwnﬂ.-.ﬂ. N,._A-...,..LI... ..4.,‘.;"._4. __1‘.._...-..41..-.“ L, SHRES L. (IO S o O e, F ity GG, e, P A
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authorized representatives of the government auditor or evaluator or the outside auditing

v orl e W o e Lua Teaisofand i sedhoee sl :‘.".;':.";"‘.:"?f::f‘f‘.’:?_.’lfjl]ch

government auditor or evaluator or the outside auditing agency or firm unless that

LS. . s i PR ® ? ke . = - A & L i . 3
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agency or firm. No outside auditing agency or firm shall conduct any audit or evaluation

D heeedios Boo03loio ceniioiaady Liosdiiedds sfodond e SUniiaeion wiless it certifies in

writing that it will comply with the terms and conditions set forth in subsection (d) of this

A Ui e diasans fubditace bm Seveos eobra e v v imemmteio s beseess e omsle e wmn liee vheaele et Sreeeew
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agency. local school system. or education institution administering the education program
that is the subject of the audit or evaluation.

(d) _State agencies_lncal school systems, and education institutions shall not disclose

personally identifiable information from education records without the written consent of

parents or eligible students to a contractor, consultant, or other party to whom the state

agency, local school system. or education institution has outsourced services or functions
unless that outside party:

{1) Performs a service or function which wouid otherwise be performed for the state

agency. local school system. or education institution by its employees. provides cloud

ive who conducts studies Tor. or on

behalf of. the state agency. local school system, or education institution to develop,

P 1 PERNEEE (N, S | PN T S Bl rimmmin o m mm WY S SEE BRSNS LG e S ik T
Valvaws., U1 auiiinniduwt P Otivei ¥ Ghadud abot gre dotndmree § pros goe e moonmano- Yeionoo ooy genceben SVRRY 4TS

measured in pre-K through grade 12 education. to predict success in higher education, to

srosrams. or to improve instruction:

(2) Limits internal access to education records to those individuals who require access

P
¢ <

(3) Does not use the education records for any purposes other than those explicitly

authorized in the contract:

(4) Does not disclose any personally identifiable information from education records to

anvr athar navhs nmlace ranired by etatute or court order and the party provides a notice

of the disclosure to the state agency. local school system. or education institution that

S |

BRI, 5= . | TP N - " BFRAARY ¢ e Ve A% ¥ Al dne s e e 2T, -%a - d Oy B
providea the infwmatiag na laler thas the fimr s T -

providing notice of the disclosure is expressly prohibited by the statute or court order:

(5) Maintaine rancnnahla adminictrative technical and nhyeical safeenardsto protect the

security, confidentiality. and integrity of the personally identifiable student in its custody:
(6) Uses encryption technologies to protect data while being transmitted or in its custody

Fommy mnmmtharized disclosure nsing a technology or methodology specified by the

Qecretary nf the Tinited States Department of Health and Human Services in guidance

issued undar Sootipn 134027V oF Neeb1ia T e 111 £,
s teszuouoa o 22y S A R E of

Acviavias £ty Ny e & Rereaze Eofiia

(7)_Conducts a security audit at least annually but more often for contracts of short

- Toond sehool system.

or education institution that provides education records;
7, loval suioul i, OF Gd R T e DT O

(8) Provides e staic agéii

remediation plan acceptable to the state agency. local school system, or education

inztitntion hefore initial receipt of education records:

(9) Reports all suspected or actual security breaches to the state agency. local school

G 3 1 - . Fe v e “e T : " y
Syoivitii, Ui alivitbtiitiivig iliDiittiviviig Lihcey j7a o7 b bl Sridodarminins s O T e Sy S Sy O ot oS O e S S L O




14

SB 167/CSFA/2

students and to eligible students as soon as possible but not later than 48 hours after a

suspected or actual breach was known or would have been known by exercising

reasonable diligence:
(10) Is under the direction of the state agency. local school system. or education

institution pursuant to a contract with respect to the use and maintenance of education
records:

£ =™ "o . 11 e

coin cen] Tdsies incurred Dy the state agency. local school system, or

education institution related to any security breach or unauthorized disclosure, including

Toaaue &F e TR S A -

. T I e A b e s Sl o ST, . o S
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unauthorized disclosure, of notifying subjects of personally identifiable information about

g E e anBie wee e 3f S smeeaes fhe e aeliteney St ihie porsonaliy

identifiable information. and of investigating the cause or consequences of the security
hreach or unauthorized disclosure: and

(12) Destroys or returns to the state agency. local school system. or education institution
all personally identifiable information in its custody upon request and at the termination

i

Deoezidoner, LhEodritinn or decsinents and dagg snaii be performed in compliance

with the National Institute of Standards and Technology Special Publication 800-88,

Gasidelines for Media Sanitation.

(e) All contracts entered into with a contractor, consultant, or other party which are subject

to subsection f(n oF {iy ol this Code srctins shall b nested an the webelne

— 2N\ £ 4% T -t 1 T4 _‘)L‘ 41'.I <

agency, local school system, or education institution.

(A1) Infarmation from edneation records, whether cansisting nfpercanally idenfifiable

information or not, shall not be sold to any party for any reason or disclosed to any party

for a commercial use, including but not limited to marketing products or services:

e or renind; development of products or services: creation of

individual, household, or group profiles: employment suitability checks; background

1
PR

saie 4kl o

Ao ar iniadanee fala a‘w‘-ie-"fﬁ\nlﬁ‘.'iﬂns_

(2) A state agency, local school system. or education institution that contracts with a

cloud computing service provider that includes the storage of education records shall

e T e e Bt Sl AT L B e

silrwine ferms:

(A) The types of data to be transferred or collected, including whether data will be

AR B Nk, Sy | 3 P | B . > X ¥ = i b T 2 v 7 a2
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SEervices:

11} Prohibition on the provider's redisclosure of information from education records.

or use of such information for any secondaryv purposes that benefit the provider or any
third

including but not limited to_online behavioial adveiiising

correcting an individual or household profile primarily for the provider's benefit. the
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sale of the data for any commercial purpose, or any other similar commercial for-profit
activity: provided, however. that a cloud computing service provider may process or

monitor student data solely to provide such service to the state agency, local school

system. or education institution, and to maintain the integrity of such service;
(C) A requirement that all access over the Internet to education records and student

data shall be through a secure encrypted protocol. such as, but not limited to, Hypertext
Transfer Protocol Secure; and

(D) A requirement that all servers that house education records and student data be
either solely dedicated to such education records and student data or be provisioned in
such a manner that no entity other than the applicable state agency. local school system.

or education institution could obtain access to such records and data.

(3) Any cloud computing service provider that enters into an agreement pursuant to
paraeraph (2) of this subsection shall certify in writing to the state agency, local school

system. or education institution that it will comply with the terms and conditions set forth
in subsection (d) of this Code section and that the state agency, local school system, or

education institution maintains ownership of all student data.
(4) Any student data stored by a cloud computing service provider shall be stored within

' the boundaries of the United States.

(2) Personally identifiable information from education records shall not be disclosed to any
noneducation related government agency, including but not limited to the Georgia

Department of Labor, whether within or outside the state, or to any party that intends to use
or disclose the information or data for the purpose of workforce-development or economic

planning unless used for an audit. evaluation, or compliance activity in connection with
federal or state supported education programs; provided. however, th is shall not appl

to disclosure of records relating to children in the care or custody of a state agency or a

contractor of a state agency. whether within or outside the state. including children in foster

care and youth in the custody of the Department of Juvenile Justice.

(h)(1) Subiect to the provisions of subsections (b). (c). (d). and (f) of this Code section.

and except when a student is classified as a migrant for federal reporting purposes,
personally identifiable information from education records shall not be disclosed to any
government agency or other entity outside the state without the written consent of the
parent or eligible student.

(2)_If the United States Department of Education demands. as a condition of making a

federal education erant, personally identifighlc informotine sithart tho porittas cnmoont

of the parent or eligible student. the grant recipient shall provide written notification to

L ea FeaEalE an ﬁ.:.._f...,'_ ShndEsie ol ine ﬁ_\u@wing:
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(A) That the grant recipient has been required to disclose the student's information to
the United States Department of Education:
(B) That neither the grant recipient nor any other entity within the State of Georgia will
have control over use or further disclosure of that information or data: and
(C) The contact information, including the name, telephone number. and e-mail
address of the United States Department of Education official who demands the
disclosure.
(i)1)_Student data shared with any testing contractor by state agencies. local school
systems. or education institutions shall be limited to the following:
(A) Student identifier number, name, grade level, and other information directly related
to test performance. such as previous test scores, provided that no biometric data and
no psychological data of any kind is part of that information unless required pursuant

to the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, the federal Americans with
Disabilities Act, or other federal law: and

(B) _Student demographic information only as necessary for producing annual ‘
accountability reports under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
Public Law 107-110; and

(C) Aggregate data with no identifiable student information.
(2) Demographic data collected under subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1) of this Code

section may be collected at the time of test administration. after department approval of
the data-collection form, or may be transferred to the testing contractor directly from the
state data base. Only fields directly required for producing ESEA accountability reports
may be transferred.

(3) Thetesting contractor shall acknowledge in writing that ownership of the student data
remains with the state agency. local school system. or education institution that contracts
for the testing contractor's services, and the testing contractor shall not disclose the data
to any other entity without written permission of that state agency. local school system,
or education institution,

(4) No state agency, local school system, or education institution shall permit a testing
contractor to share any student data with any noneducation entities, or with any education
entities not under contract with the state agency. local school system. or education

institution, unless required by court order.

20-1-33.
(a) Each violation of any provision of Code Section 20-1-32 by a contractor. consultant,
or other party that has entered into a contract with a state agency. local school system. or

education institution and is subject to the provisions of this article shall, for a first violation.

S. B. 167
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be punishable by a civil penalty of up to $5.000.00; a second violation shall be punishable
by a civil penalty of up to $10.000.00 and may result in permanent disqualification by the
state agency. local school system. or education institution from accessto education records:
and a third and any subsequent violation shall be punishable by a civil penalty of up to
$20,000.00 and shall result in permanent disqualification by the state agency, local school

gystem, or education institution from access to education records. For a third and any

subsequent violation, each violation involving a different individual education record or
a different individual student shall be considered a separate violation for purposes of civil

penalties under this subsection.
(b) The Attorney General shall have the authority to enforce compliance with this article

by investigation and subsequent commencement of a civil action, to seek civil penalties for
violations of this article. and to seek appropriate injunctive relief, including but not limited
to a prohibition on obtaining personally identifiable information for an appropriate time
period. In carrying out such investigation and in maintaining such civil action. the

Attorney General is authorized to subpoena witnesses, compel their attendance, examine
them under oath. and require that any books. records. documents. papers. or electronic

records relevant to the inquiry be turned over for inspection, examination. or audit, in
accordance with Chapter 11 of Title 9. the 'Georgia Civil Practice Act.'

(c) Nothing contained in this Code section shall be construed as creating a private right of
action against a state agency. a local board of education. an education institution. or an

employee of any such agency. board. or institution.”

PART III
SECTION 3-1.

(2) This Act shall become effective upon its approval by the Governor or upon its becoming
law without such approval.
(b) Part II of this Act shall apply to school years beginning with the 2014-2015 academic

year.

SECTION 3-2.
All laws and parts of laws in conflict with this Act are repealed.

S.B. 167
-18-



UNIVERSITYof WISCONSIN School of Education

U“Ml LWA“KEE Department of Curriculum and Instruction
—

Michael D. Steele Enderis 395
Associate Professor 2400 E Hariford Ave
Milwaukee, WI

53201-0413

414 229-6871
steelem@uwim.ed
Distinguished Members of the Senate Committee on Education,

My name is Dr. Michael Steele, and | am an associate professor of mathematics education at
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, where 1 direct the secondary mathematics teacher
preparation program and work extensively with mathematics teachers in the greater Milwaukee
area. | possess a Bachelors of Science in Mathematics and a Masters of Science in Natural
Sciences from Rensselaer Polytechnic University, and a Doctor of Education in Mathematics
Education from the University of Pittsburgh. | taught middle scheo! and high school mathematics
and science in the state of Maryland. From 2006-2013, | was an assistant professor of
mathematics education at Michigan State University, and | am a nationally recognized research
scholar in the areas of mathematics teacher knowledge and teaching practice.

I rise today to express by strong opposition to Senate Bill 619, which would create a model
academic standards board to write and revise new academic standards for the children of
Wisconsin. | have two grave concerns with this path. The first relates to what it takes to write a
strong set academic standards. The second concern is that this path further risks Wisconsin's
standing as an education leader in the United States.

Writing model academic standards for mathematics is challenging work. A set of academic
standards must take into account where students are developmentally at each grade level and
age, how big ideas about mathematics develop both at each grade level and across grade
levels, how much content can be taught in a year, and the vast body of research in cognitive
science and mathematics education about how students learn mathematics. The input and
review of a range of stakeholders over a set of academic standards is important, but | question
whether a legislatively appointed panel would have the range of expertise to write a sound set of
academic standards that is developmentally appropriate, rigorous, and teachable.

| ask you to think for a moment. Would you be able to identify someone qualified to say whether
the following is a good mathematics standard, and at what grade level? And if it's not, how
might they revise it? “Explain why a fraction a/b is equivalent to a fraction (n x a)/(n x b)

by using visual fraction models, with attention to how the number and size of the parts differ
even though the two fractions themselves are the same size. Use this principle to recognize and
generate equivalent fractions.” [Wisconsin Common Core State Standard 4.NF.1]

Writing model academic standards takes time. In the case of our most highly respected sets
of standards in mathematics - California’s mathematics frameworks, Massachusetts’ 2000s-era
standards, Common Core - standards were written by a small and highly qualified group over a
period of years, reviewed by a variety of stakeholders, revised, and rolled out in a systematic
way that included a significant investment in teacher professional development. The timeline
specified in SB 619 precludes this thoughtful attention to detail. Rolling out a new set of
standards that are not properly vetted and that are not supported by infrastructure to heip
teachers make sense of them and teach them effectively would be not unlike rolling out a
national healthcare initiative that could not reliably enroll customers.



UNIVERSITYf WISCONSIN School of Education

U“MILWA"KEE Department of Curriculum and Instruction
iy

Wisconsin’s standing as an education leader would be at risk. A recent review of Common
Core-aligned mathematics curriculum by Dr. William Schmidt, a leading educational researcher,
showed that several textbooks from major publishers that claim to be aligned with the Common
- Core are indeed missing significant aspects of mathematics content. if major national
publishers who have had access to the Common Core for years are missing the mark in writing
curriculum, | wonder who will write a curriculum for Wisconsin. If we depart from the Common
Core State Standards, we are not a large enough state to merit a major publisher developing
new textbook editions solely for us. Developing a set of resources internally in the state would
take more time and tax dollars than writing the standards themselves would take. | am
concerned that we would in essence be imposing an unsupported mandate on teachers - teach
these new standards, but find the material to do so on your own.

Wisconsin’s tax dollars will be wasted. Professional development efforts over the past four
years in Wisconsin have focused on supporting teachers in aligning their teaching to the
Common Core. This professional development is paid for by local taxpayers through school
budgets, giving teachers time to work during early release days and summers. | myself have
been involved with four projects in the Milwaukee area with significant state funding devoted to
supporting teachers in Common Core implementation. Before we take a step to write a new set
of standards that will require an entirely new cycle of professional development and associated
funding, | would ask whether a budgetary analysis has been done that estimates what the cost
of writing and implementing a new set of standards will be. How will you pay the professionals
for their time in writing the standards? What will the professional development for awareness
and training on the new standards look like? How much will it cost my district and the state of
Wisconsin?

Finally, | question whether this is an effort to make Wisconsin better. Governor Walker has
led this charge, suggesting that Wisconsin as a state can and should do better than the rest of
the nation. His office had a hand in crafting this legislation. In my written testimony fo you, |
include the text of a bill currently being debated in the Georgia State Assembly. Beginning at
line 64, you can see language to establish a board that is remarkably similar to the language in
SB 619. | ask you, Senators, if this is truly an initiative to make Wisconsin stand apart, that
comes from the hands of our own state’s leaders, why is Georgia’s initiative nearly identical?

For these reasons, | cannot support Senate Bill 619. | thank you for your time and consideration
today.




Chris Korinek, 1227 Dahlia Lane, Grafton, W1, 3.6.14
My comments will be brief:

1. |am against the nationalization of test standards for schools in Wisconsin. Mr. Evers has said that the Federal
Government had nothing to do with these standard, however, Tuesday’s Milwaukee Journal-Sentinal, who sides
with Mr. Evers, admits that these are “nationally aligned standards”. '

2. Let’s step back away from this Common Core issue, as important as it is, just for a moment. The United States
are a federation of sovereign states, under the US Constitution. Do we forget that the N in Nazi stood for
National, unlike our federation of sovereign states in a republican form of government. Maybe this is why we
are sounding and looking more like Venezuela than the free republic of the USA.

3. Wisconsin should spend more time taking control and power from the federal government such as supporting
the Article V Convention of the States written about recently in Mark Levin’s book, the Freedom Amendments.
By taking and using our local control, we can improve our educational system and expand our freedoms.



Senate Bill 619
Public Hearing Statement

| am here today to voice my strong support for SB 619. This much needed legislation will
provide proper oversight for the agency that handles the education of our children without
accountability for their actions. It is obvious that DPI will be more cognizant of their actions
when it is realized their actions will be seen by objective eyes. Those objective eyes will belong
to an agency staffed by those who cannot be bullied by fear of losing their paycheck.

| speak from personal experience when relating DPI's lack of proper oversight. | was the Office
Operations Associate at Wisconsin School for the Deaf, until | was fired shortly after | filed an
Affirmative Action complaint, in direct violation of state and federal Whistleblower Laws.

This is just one example of the DPI corruption. The failure of DPI to follow federal, state and
even their own regulations goes far beyond this single employee's distressing example.

| do not want to be seen as just another disgruntled employee. | am not the only one to be
dismissed from DPI after trying to “right the wrongs”. The documentation proving my statements
here will be shared with anyone interested.

This DPI violation of the Whistleblower Laws came after several years of harassment. | had
properly objected to the Educational Director’s bullying actions against the queer community,
including blocking of Madison P-FLAG website on campus, as well as the more personal
properly voiced objection when the Educational Director called my son “unacceptable” and
refused to allow him on campus.

| had also properly reported (financial and personnel) mismanagement at my worksite.
Following required procedures, those objections were presented to DPI staff, who found them
“paseless”. The fox is guarding the henhouse.

WSD is one of two Provision 2 schools (the other is Wisconsin School for the Visually Impaired)
supervised ONLY by DPI staff. There is no school board, or any other system of accountability.
These Provision 2 schools, like most agencies for those with disabilities, operate outside the
public eye.

As in any agency not held accountable for their actions, DPI has managed to bury their refusal
to comply with required standards. It is the perfect example of the fox guarding the henhouse.

In the interest of brevity, this statement holds just a few examples of DPI improper actions.
Keep in mind those improper actions would not have occurred if the was proper oversight within
the agency.

| was banned from the kitchen area after reporting financial mismanagement in the Food
Service area. The cost of plate per child far exceeds any other school in the state, public or
private. The kitchen staff do not hold the proper credentials for working in a state kitchen, and
have not attended the required DPI food service training.

SB 619 Public Hearing Page 10of 3 March 6, 2014



DPI removed the duty of maintaining the doorlock system when | reported a Powerhouse staff
swiped in the day after Thanksgiving, then almost immediately swiped out, with no other activity
that day. That is just one example of how certain favored staff flaunted their attendance
requirements.

In direct violation of state and federal personnel requirements, DPI hired a younger male for the
position of School Business Director, even though | had more credentials, and was better suited
for the position.

| was banned from the Administration Building after | properly reported finding a bottle of booze
in the janitor's closet next to the DPI Confidential Secretary’s worksite. Being physically banned
from worksite areas is a violation of personnel regulations, yet it is common practice at the
Provision 2 schools.

My properly voiced objections to this bullying resulted in DPl-enforced rubber room yearlong
punishment, and my eventual dismissal.

The years of harassment resulted in a confidential settlement, which DPI violated practically
before the ink dried. Indeed, the DPI harassment continued long after | left their employment.

When DPI fired me, | needed to keep my state employee health insurance so | turned to other
state positions. DPI refused to supply references, making it incredibly difficult to obtain state
employment.

| was finally hired by the UW system. DPI’s influence was specifically noted in their dismissal
letter. | still need to keep my health insurance, so | then worked for DOC. Again, DPI's
influence was noted in that dismissal documentation.

Perhaps the most egregious of all violations of state employment is the refusal of DPI to follow
their own (as well as state of Wisconsin) personnel credibility requirements.

The lack of proper credentials by the DPI Confidential Secretary is directly attributable to WSD’s
inability to gain accreditation by the governing body of deaf schools, Conference of Educaticnzl
Administrators of Schools and Programs for the Deaf (CEASD.org).

DPI policy requires all administration staff hold a Bachelors Degree yet the DPI Confidential
Secretary does not even hold a high school diploma. Her state employment began as WSD
Kitchen Staff.

That lack of accreditation by WSD presents yet another barrier for the WSD students who strive
for higher education.

If there had been proper accountability for the state tax dollar, the more than five million dollars
DPI poured into building would have been put to better use. That building funding was granted
based on false enrollment figures provided by the Educational Director, with no feasibility study.

Again, | am not the only state employee DPI has harassed. One look at the turnover at the

Provision 2 public schools will reveal others DPI has bullied. It is time to stop that bullying by
state administrators. It is time to make DPI take accountability for their actions.

SB 619 Public Hearing Page 2 of 3 March 6, 2014



Just as any other bully, DPI actions with their own personnel certainly bleed over into all aspects
of their existence.

That bullying and financial mismanagement will only stop when DPI is no longer allowed to
govern themselves. It is time to open the books and allow the true events to be read.

It is vital to create some type of oversight for DPI actions. DPI spends state tax dollars, and so it
is only right to have some sort of legislative input to their actions.

| strongly support SB 619.

Peace,

Carol Holterman
1309 Putnam Street
Janesville, WI 53546
262-729-0946
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eading
Coalitlon.org

Wisconsin Reading Coalifion is a grassrools movement of parents,
educators, advocecy organizations, health professionals, and business
ieaders commitied fo bringing scientifically based reading instruction
and imtervention to oll Wisconsin students.

March 6, 2014 Support of the Common Core State Standards

The Wisconsin Reading Coalition has deep concerns about establishing a state board to develop
model academic standards. We strongly recommend keeping the Common Core State
Standards, working diligently to implement them as skillfully as possible, and over time
identifying ways to make them even more rigorous.

The Common Core is an exceptionally well-researched set of standards that simply set out the
basic skills a student should be expected to master in each grade. For the first time, local
districts will have reasonable benchmarks to guide their instructional decisions. Opponents have
not identified a single standard that is not appropriate for Wisconsin students.

Fourth grade W1 reading outcomes show collectively 67% of all students and 92% students with

disabilities read below proficiency as measured by the 2013 National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP).

Based on research and evidence-based instructional practices, the Reading standards lay out the
key developmental milestones that all good readers must attain, from beginning decoding skills
to complex text.

The CCSS standards allow for meaningful comparisons as to how all students in Wisconsin are
doing relative to students in other states.

These standards integrate well with WI ACT 166, which requires examination of reading
content mastery of new reading teachers seeking licensure and provides screening of at-risk
reading skills of kindergartens, first and second graders.

Keep in mind that writing standards of this kind is a monumental undertaking. The twelve
months allotted in the proposed legislation is insufficient to develop new quality standards.

Writing quality standards also requires expert, specialist teams. It is fair to say that previous standards
produced in Wisconsin were among the weakest and least useful in the country. We must be honest,
this is not a task ordinary professors, teachers, or concerned citizens can accomplish.

We accept and welcome many national standards in our daily lives. Where there are established
research findings, we don’t attempt to convene panels and write our own regulations. Education
should be no exception.

We urge the legislature to step back. Keep the Common Core and focus on educating local
districts so they can make instructional choices that work for their students.

Let’s keep an open mind about opportunities to improve the standards in the future, but let us
not kid ourselves about what needs to be done and who can do it.



3/6/2014 Testimony regarding SB 619

Good morning. Thank you for allowing me to share my thoughts with you about something | am very passionate about —
Math education in Wisconsin. | am here today having had the privilege to work within our state’s schools for the past 29
years -28 of those as a high school Math and Computer Science teacher in Shawano. I also work with CESA helping area
schools and am a parent of three children —two who are still attending our schools.

As a teacher, when | first began studying the Common Core standards, | was skeptical that our kids could do it! The
content standards are very rigorous. They require ALL kids to reach the Advanced Algebra level required by colleges.
Like many high schools, we were still teaching arithmetic and checkbook skills to our struggling students. More
challenging are the Math Practice Standards which outline how kids should be thinking when doing math. These
standards require kids to analyze, apply, explain and conjecture. Proficiency is no longer just skills and procedures for
solving known problems but being able to apply the math to novel problems. | knew these Practice Standards would be
a challenge even for my highest ability students.

Like many districts in the state, we began the difficult and time-consuming process of creating our new curriculum. We
opted not to purchase a textbook but began building our courses from the ground up and found ourselves energized
with the freedom of having complete control in creating a local curriculum around clearly-defined targets. The result
was an evolving body of work that included engaging and challenging math for all of our kids, with a local flair. However,
the hard work was just beginning. We now needed to teach to the standards.

Our first year was exhausting and exhilarating. Our students, accustomed to being proficient at math through
memorization and procedures were frustrated with the challenge of justifying their thinking and completing difficult
problems. But, great things were also happening. Students who were previously disengaged or did not think of
themselves as ‘math people’ became engaged because the answer was not gotten by some rote procedure. Even the
discussions around problems with our highest achievers were unlike any | had experienced in previous years. | could
not help feeling that this is why | became a math teacher - not to teach skills to be memorized, tested and forgotten, but
to help kids think deeply about problems and become better thinkers. Inmy work with other area schools, | found our
experience was not unique. These standards have re-energized math education and with the new assessments being
developed | think this kind of instruction and learning will happen all over our state.

The work is not yet done. More curriculum needs to be developed and teachers need to learn how to reach every kid.
The beauty of widely-adopted standards is that teachers everywhere, not just in our own school or state, can share great
ideas. Also, we cannot succeed in this effort of creating high quality curriculum if the target keeps moving from year to
year. |want all kids, including my own, to have continuity in their education.

My dad was a district administrator in Wisconsin for over 30 years. He, like all these good folks representing the
education community today in this room and back at their schools, made decisions every day thinking just one thought —
what was best for kids. His personal opinion, political beliefs or community pressure were never part of the equation.

As an educator, | can honestly say, these standards are good for kids. They are challenging and will help ALL of our kids
in Wisconsin learn the math that will open doors for them when they leave school. Speaking as a parent, | trust our
school leaders. They know kids and always look out for what is best for them. Please stop SB 619. Thank you for your
time.

Linda R. Myers
CESA 9 School Improvement Associate Director, Former Mathematics/Computer Science Teacher & Parent
663 Wolf River Avenue, Shawano, WI
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To:  Senate Education Committee Members

From: Cindy Zahrte {:{' WLT J
District Administrator § ¢
Tomah Area School District

Re:  Public Hearing on Senate Bill 619

I am presenting this statement in opposition to Senate Bill 619 which would allow
the state legislature to become involved in the development of educational standards
in the state of Wisconsin. The Tomah Area School District dedicated the majority of
our professional development time during the 2012-13 school year to preparation for
full implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in
English/Languge Arts (ELA) and Mathematics this school year. These college and
career readiness standards are grade level specific and far more rigorous than the
Wisconsin Model Academic Standards previously in place. These standards
incorporate 21* century skills and have an emphasis on disciplinary literacy, where
all teachers are ELA teachers within their respective content area. We are already
seeing increased achievement by our students from having higher expectations for
them.

The system which has been developed to support the CCSS in Wisconsin is the most
comprehensive and organized reform movement I have seen in my 30+ years as an
educator. The Smarter Balanced Assessment System is aligned with the CCSS and
measures student learning based on those standards. The Educator Effectiveness
System has been designed to promote professional growth and reflective practice
based on the Danielson Model. These additional components, the assessment piece
and the reflective practitioner piece, ensure that the CCSS are being implemented
with fidelity. It is a complete package and there is no question that Wisconsin
children will receive quality instruction with all these pieces in place.

A great deal of time, effort, and financial resources have been invested in
implementing and supporting the CCSS. We estimate that we have spent close to
$400,000 on resources and professional development related to implementation of
the CCSS. The CCSS focus on fewer standards for mastery with a far deeper level
of understanding for students. They clearly provide districts with a solid road map
for curriculum development while still allowing teachers professional flexibility
in determining the best methods for instruction. To start again, developing new
standards and then creating corresponding instructional lessons and locating
resources is extremely wasteful and unproductive. This will move our state
educational system backward at a time when we need increased achievement
for our children to remain competitive in our global economy. The Wisconsin
Manufacturers and Commerce (WMC), the state's largest business group, stands in
support of Common Core along with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce!

(over)



Volk Field, a full service military readiness training complex, and Camp Williams, which is operated
by the Army National Guard, are located south of Tomah, while Fort McCoy, a US Army base is to
our west. Students attend our schools whose parents have been transferred to these military bases
from other installations around the country. “Most military children will move at least twice during
their high school years and will attend six to nine different schools between kindergarten and 12th
grade,” according to the National Military Family Association. Having the CCSS in place across the
country in forty-five (45) states provides our military families, who sacrifice so much already by
having a parent who is serving our country, with greater consistency in their education and a much
greater opportunity for success. The United States Military supports Common Core!

While I do respect the knowledge and skills our state legislators possess and the important role you
play in developing laws, can you honestly believe or say that elimination of the Common Core and
legislative involvement in creating or changing state educational standards is good statewide policy?
We have a Department of Public Instruction created by our state constitution that has been charged
with this task. Article X, Section 1 of the Wisconsin Constitution, provides that the supervision of
public instruction be vested in the state superintendent. Senate Bill 619, in essence, would change
supervision of public instruction to the Legislature. Such involvement will only politicize
educational standards. Our children should not be subject to the whims and fancies of whatever
political party is in power. Our children deserve to have our legislators support our State
Superintendent of Schools and respect the efforts of the Department of Public Instruction whose
endless work is to ensure that every child- rich or poor, gifted or disabled, Hispanic, Native
American or white, rural or urban- graduates ready for further education and the workplace.

As a representative for the Tomah Area School District, we are in full support of the Common
Core State Standards for Wisconsin and in strong opposition to Senate Bill 619. :
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March 5, 2014

Senator Luther Olsen
Room 319 South
State Capitol

P.O. Box 7882
Madison, WI 53707

Re: Senate Bill 619
Dear Senalof Olsen and members of the Senate Education Committee:

I am giving this statement to express my vehement opposition to Senate Bill 619 and its Assembly equivalent.
It is an ill-conceived, ill-planned, and ill-advised bill. I thought we already visited this issue last fall. The Senate
and Assembly select committee on common core standards held hearings on the common core state standards
(CCSS). The great weight of testimony supported the CCSS as an improvement over the model academic
standards that had been in place since the late “90’s. Neither the report from the Assembly committee chaired by
Rep. Jeremy Thiesfeldt or the Senate committee chaired by Sen. Paul Farrow argued for reversing the CCSS.
The assembly committee did suggest halting adoption of any further common core standards without legislative
oversight. The Senate committee report recommended delaying implementation of the new smarter balanced
test for two years while reviewing how well it works in other states. Just implementing this recommendation of
delay from the Senate committee would be very disruptive to the planning that has taken place by all school
districts in the state over the last four years in preparing for this new test. Now we face something even more
disruptive and destructive to public education in Wisconsin.

What are the problems with Senate Bill 6197

* Tt politicizes a process that should be driven by educational research rather than political expediency.

* School districts all over the state have spent thousands and thousands of dollars in professional
development over the last few years to prepare for implementation of CCSS.

» (CCSS is not a federal curriculum. It is not even a curriculum at all. It is a set of standards or
expectations for students at different grade levels and the curriculum to reach those standards is
developed locally.

* Politicians complaining about the CCSS do not articulate any specific concern, which is not surprising,
as politicians in most cases do not have an understanding of educational research or child development.



They do, however, have an understanding of the value of pandering to perceived shortcomings
expressed by certain constituencies during an election year.

* The board created could utilize the services of four additional non-voting “experts” in writing standards.
Translation: 4 lobbyists from conservative advocacy groups.

* The State Superintendent, a constitutional officer charged with oversight of public education in
Wisconsin will have little more than a token role in the process with the makeup of the committee
stacked in favor of the governor and legislature.

* Adopting this bill would ignore the overwhelming opinion of educational professionals originally sought
by the select committee in an email survey.

* Pulling the rug out from school districts of the state now after years of planning will merely set schools
up for failure and create a devastating situation for us and other districts throughout the state.

The process by which the CCSS were adopted began in 2008. Since Wisconsin adopted the standards in 2010, a
total of 45 States have adopted CCSS. The standards have broad support from educators and from the business
community. The groups that are now attacking CCSS raised no objections when the standards were posted
online for comment and adopted in 2010. Yet, in the last six months this has become a cause célébre among
some national advocacy groups powered by very wealthy individuals who utilize that wealth to influence the

political process.

In last Saturday’s Racine Journal Times in an article headlined, “Vos wants fo abandon Common Core,”
Assembly Speaker Robin Vos comes out against the CCSS with statements such as “He likes the idea of more
rigorous standards, he said, But wants to make sure Wisconsin has the highest standards.” And “I want us not
to be the same as Michigan, Illinois, lowa” He said. “ I want our kids to be at a greater level of learning.” At
no point in the article does he identify specifically any area of CCSS with which he has a concern. He suggests
that it is arrogant for DPI to think that the only people concerned with high standards are educators.

In the same article coming in direct contrast, State Sen. John Lehman stated that, even though he has been
involved in educational issues for years, he would not be comfortable setting academic standards. He stated, “to
put legislators like myself in charge of writing educational standards is just a big mistake, that’s something that
specialists need to do and folks that are involved in research and have an educational background.” Gov.
Walker states in the same article that he is “confident in the end you’re not going to have a debate topic by topic
on the floor of the legislature.”

State Superintendent Tony Evers has expressed his concern that just such a topic by topic debate would take
place on the floor of the legislature unless he agreed with recommendations of a Committee that will be
deliberately stacked in favor of the legislature and the governor. Senator Leah Vukmir, who also happens to
serve as second vice chair of the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), roundly criticized State
Superintendent Evers for expressing this concern in a press release titled, “hate to break it to you
superintendent, but the legislature won’t be writing standards.”

Are these assertions by legislators that they will not be debating, modifying or writing state education standards
on the floor of the legislature accurate? Not according to a legal opinion drafted by attorneys with the
Department of Public Instruction. In a memo to State Superintendent Tony Evers the conclusion of the drafters
was that “While SB 619 provides that the bill must incorporate the Model Academic Standards Board’s
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standards by reference, nothing ...prohibits the legislature from modifying the bill once it has been introduced.
In other words, once the Joint Committee for Review of Administrative Rules introduces the bill into the Senate
and the Assembly, the Senate or Assembly could pass any amendment to modify the model academic standards
contained in the bill.” A legal opinion by attorneys for the Wisconsin Legislative Council reached the same

conclusion.

What that says to me is that unless the State Superintendent rubber stamps the work of a 16 member board, of
which only 4 are appointed by the State Superintendent, the state education standards will be the subject of
debate, negotiation and amendment on the floor of the legislature! This is a formula guaranteed to create
uncertainty at best and educational chaos at worst. It is also a formula that guarantees special interest lobbyists
will be out in force trying to influence educational standards based on their particular political interest rather
than based on what educational research says is best for our children. I also find it ironic that private school
representatives would be given a voice on this board when the legislature has refused to hold private schools to

the same accountability standards as public schools.

I have to say I find this war on public education to be very disheartening when I think of the disservice it is to
the children of this state. A set of educational standards arrived at through a deliberative process over a period
of years without controversy or concern has now become the focus of conservative advocacy groups within the
last six months. It appears to me that it is one more step in a concerted effort to weaken and/or privatize public
education similar to the effect that the expansion of private education vouchers will have on public education.
Historically, a strong and growing public education system has been an important factor in the development and
growth of a strong middle-class in the United States. Weakening of public education will only deal an additional
blow to an already shrinking middle class.

Beyond the political and philosophical arguments regarding this legislation, on a practical basis it is just plainly
a bad idea. The CCSS provide:

* Consistent learning expectations for all students.

* (lear standards that focus on understanding over memorization.

* Emphases on critical thinking students need to succeed after high school.

* Faster testing results with a better, more focused online assessment system.

* No school is prevented from establishing more rigorous standards should they wish to and for that

matter no school district is forced to follow the CCSS.

CCSS is not an evil enemy of education, as some would have you believe. It is an improvement. It establishes
more focused, rigorous standards for our students. It should be reviewed after a period of time to see if its
implementation is meeting expectations, just as any new initiative should be reviewed. It should not be
unceremoniously dumped for no good reason prior to implementation because of some vocal advocacy groups.
SB 619 is bad legislation. Do not adopt it. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

O

David G. Anderson
District Administrator
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Good Morning, Senate Education Committee Members. My name is Crystal Ruzicka and
I am a parent of seven school-aged children, a former private school teacher, and a current
English Education student at the University of Wisconsin Eau Claire. I am asking you to vote in

opposition to Senate Bill 619.

My homework assignment for my Education Cohort this morning was to print the
Common Core standards in my content area and bring them to class. As we have done in classes
for the past two years, my classmates and I are studying the Common Cofg\skgndards in
preparation for our future profession as teachers. Every course I have taken for the past two
semesters has referenced the Common Core standards and educated us in how to use those
standards as a springboard to constructing curriculum. I will be graduating in December, and I
feel fully prepared to create and implement lesson plans that apply Common Core standards to

the diverse learning styles of my students.

I have heard the discussion among current educators regarding the time and preparation
that has been spent creating assessments and curriculum based on Common Core standards. I am

asking that you also consider the voices of students, like myself, who have dedicated hundreds of



hours to pursue a deep appreciation and understanding of these standards. Allow us the
opportunity to enter our field equipped to utilize the knowledge we have amassed. We have
studied these standards with dedication and passion. I am asking that you make sure the valuable

time we have spent was not in vain. Please vote in opposition of Senate Bill 619. Thank you for

your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Crystal Ruzicka



Why Senate Bill 619 is a bad ideal
Hearing on March 6, 2014: Education Committee, Wisconsin Senate

Kent D. Hall, Ph.D.

200 Pine Bluff Rd.
Stevens Point, Wi 54482
(715) 344-8081
kentsue@charter.net

Chairman Olsen, Vice-Chairman Farrow and other members of the Education Committee of
the Senate. | am Dr. Kent Hall, Professor Emeritus of the Biology Department at UW-Stevens
Point. | do not represent the University today, although | taught there for 30 years. 1also
taught four years at the University of Kansas and three years in secondary schools in Kansas.
| continue to teach cavity nesting songbird conservation in elementary schools across WI.
Today, | represent the TNT Political Action Group of Portage Co. My/our position is that
Senate Bill #619 is a very bad idea.

In the last few months, some friends of mine have had some very interesting experiences.
Some of their water pipes froze—welding was required to re-attach them. Another friend also
had some wires stripped by mice. They had to have an electrician re-wire portions of their
basement wiring. Could any of us have repaired these pipes or wires? Why not? Plumbers,
welders and electricians must be certified (= licensed) in order to practice their art:
Experience, competence, professionalism. When it comes to plumbing, welding and electrical
work we are inexperienced, incompetent and amateurs.

Senate Bill 619 and Assembly Bill 617 are proposing to cancel Common Core State Standards
that have been adopted in 45 US states and have taken many years and huge amounts of
money to prepare in Wisconsin and beyond. Instead, the proposal is to adopt standards which
would be developed by a 15 person committee of legislators. Who among you has a B.S.?

An M.S.? A Ph.D.? Any degree in education? | have a B.S. in Biology Education; M.S. in
Limnology and Ph.D. in Environmental Physiology.

The people preparing the Common Core State Standards, including my wife, are invariably
highly educated and experienced (my wife has both a B.S. and an M.S.). They have worked
countless hours preparing these standards from a position of highly educated minds and
passionate souls. Experienced, Competent, and Professional. As for me? Even witha
background in the sciences, | would not be able to help develop most alternatives to the



Common Core State Standards—because of my lack of training and inexperience. If we put
these standards in the hands of legislators, what would we have? Inexperience, incompetence
and amateur results. A distinctly inferior result. '

The outcome would be predictable. Currently, worldwide the U.S. ranks quite low in many
educational categories. By implementing Common Core State Standards, we have a chance to
reverse that trend. The “Standards” are designed to have a strong, pre-college track. With
amateurs developing standards, we can be assured that the quality of the track will fade and
our students will have fewer opportunities to compete for quality scholarships in quality
colleges and universities.

This bill is a joke and a pathetic attempt to “dumb-down” k-12 education in Wisconsin. The
Appleton Post Crescent has linked the bill’s proponents to the national Tea Party movement.
This idea is the most radically extreme one that | have seen in my 46 years living in Wisconsin.
Editorial boards throughout Wisconsin reject Senate Bill 619 as being “inexperienced,

incompetent and amateurish.

| would like to finish by reading the editorial in the Stevens Point Journal and the Wausau
Daily Herald published yesterday.

Do not approve Senate Bill 619. It will fail our students and our society.



March 6, 2014

My name is Sean Roberts, I'm the director for Milwaukee Charter School Advocates. We represent the
independent “2R"-and district-authorized non-instrumentality charter schools in Milwaukee and Racine.

I encourage the legislature to act quickly with regard to Senate Bill 598 that allows district-authorized
non-instrumentality charter schools to apply for equivalency in the state’s educator effectiveness
system. This does not “exempt” any school from participating in the system, it simply allows
independent schools that happen to be authorized by a district to have the same ability that “2R”
charters have as well as every other public school district in the state. We believe this was an oversight
when the initial educator effectiveness bill was passed. DPI, MPS, nor the schools themselves have an
answer for how to go about having the district determine the evaluation goals and testing instruments
for an independent non-profit entity, nor how to administer such a requirement. Again, these schools
are not asking for anything that school districts and “2R” charter schools do not already have the ability

to do in state law.

With regard to Senate Bill 619, our highest-performing public options for students—independent
charter schools—which are providing students with opportunities to succeed and beginning to close our
state’s wide achievement gap— have some concerns with rewriting of the standards as currently

adopted.

First, most independent charters have already begun the transition to the common core standards over
the past 4 years, which has involved considerable time, resources, and money on their part. As you may
know, these schools are already funded at far less than traditional public schools and there wasn’t any
money for schools to make the transition- in terms of revamping/purchasing new curricular materials,
staff training, etc. It's a concern if the state ends up making drastic changes while funding remains flat
for high-performing charter schools... the schools will have to pay for these things again, potentially,
after sinking all those costs into the previous transition.

Secondly, because charters are held accountable to performance standards, changing the standards (or
even ambiguity about them moving forward) could be problematic. We as a state expect charters to get
certain results, but we could potentially be moving the target on them in the middle of their charter
contracts. Stability (or at least clarity) is important if we’re expecting schools to meet the high standards
our schools wish to be held accountable for achieving.

Thank you for your time and your consideration.
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March 6, 2014
Re: Public Comments on Senate Bill 598

Good morning Senator Olsen and Members of the Senate Education Committee. My name is Patricia Hoben and I
am Head of Schools at Carmen Schools of Science and Technology in Milwaukee -- two non-instrumentality
charter schools authorized by the Milwaukee Board of School Directors.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Senate Bill 598. My comments are focused specifically in support of
the eligibility of public, non-instrumentality charter schools like Carmen to have the same ability as independent
“21” charter schools and Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to apply for an equivalency waiver from the
Department of Public Instruction so that we may use our own process for evaluating teachers and principals.
Without this bill, non-instrumentality charter schools like Carmen would have to stop using our own evaluation
protocols. Instead we would have to begin using the same evaluation models as the districts that authorize us, which
in our case is Milwaukee Public Schools.

We applaud the Department of Public Instruction for spearheading statewide changes in systems for evaluating
teacher and principal effectiveness that give significant weight to measures of student achievement and make
evaluation results more transparent. Further, we agree in principle with the research-based framework adopted by
the Department. However, Carmen is submitting these comments because we are concerned that without this
proposed legislation, the autonomy of a specific category of charter schools, namely the non-instrumentality charter
schools, would be compromised. The original legislation only identified 2r charter schools and LEAs as eligible to
apply for a waiver to the state mandated teacher and principal evaluation process. Accordingly, the rules drafted by
DPI exclude MPS non-instrumentality charter schools, such as Carmen’s two schools, from applying to use an
equivalent process.

As you know, Wisconsin law gives charter schools freedom from many state and local education agency rules and
regulations in exchange for greater accountability for results. A non-instrumentality school, by definition, has its
own autonomous governing board of directors that oversees all personnel matters, including supervision,
disciplinary actions, recommendation of new hires and layoffs, collective bargaining, claims, complaints, and
benefits. The role of MPS as the charter authorizer of Carmen’s two schools is to monitor and ascertain that the
school is compliant with the charter contract provisions, not to manage Carmen’s personnel.

Carmen’s South Campus Class of 2013 graduates had the third highest ACT scores in any public high school in
Milwaukee, 50 percent of them passed one or more Advanced Placement (AP) exams while in high school, and 84
percent enrolled in college this past fall. These are very significant outcomes for a non-selective admissions high
school serving over 90 percent low-income students. The operating autonomies afforded Carmen since our first
campus opened seven years ago have been critical to our success to date. I strongly urge you to consider this
information and support Senate Bill 598 because it affords non-instrumentality charter schools the opportunity to
apply for an equivalent educator effectiveness process while still being held accountable for performance.

Patricia Hoben, Ph.D.
Head of Schools

South Campus: 1712 South 32" st. Milwaukee, W1 53215 tel. (414) 384-4444
Northwest Campus: 5496 N. 72" Street, Milwaukee, W1 53218 tel. (414) 837-4000
www.carmenhighschool.org



March 4, 2014

Dear Policy Makers,

Thank you for the opportunity to address the topic of 2013 Senate Bill 619 related to Model
Academic Standards and the Model Academic Standards Board. While I support the
concepts raised within the proposed bill, I want to bring portions of the bill to your attention
that I recommend for revisions/clarifications. Specifically, I will provide reference to the
portions that I believe will negatively impact our students and our taxpayers.

Revwisiting English/Language Arts and Math (within one vear of the adoption of SB 619)

2013 Senate Bill 619 states:

MODEL ACADEMIC STANDARDS

The 2013-15 biennial budget act (2013 Wisconsin Act 20) prohibits the Department of
Public Instruction (DPI) from taking any further action to implement the common core
standards (educational standards developed for kindergarten to grade 12 by the Common Core
State Standards Initiative) and from directing school districts to implement further standards
until certamn conditions have been satisfied.

Act 20 provides that any common core standard adopted and implemented by DPI
before July 1, 2013, remains in effect and requires DPI to adopt additional college and career
readiness standards no fater than July 1, 2014.

Tlus bill requires DPI to adopt state standards only afier those standards have been
developed and approved by the Model Academic Standards Board.

The Common Core State Standards (CCSSs) to date have helped the School District of New
Berlin focus our efforts to ensure college and career readiness for all of our students in a
globally competitive workplace. This is especially true given that the previous Wisconsin
Model Academic Standards were over 15 years old. Our operating definition of state-level
standards is that they set the munimum benchmarks students must reach to be proficient within
a skill or in a content area. In our district, the CCSSs have influenced the design of curriculum
and selection of resources that go above and beyond the minimum expectation set by any
previous standards. We believe we have the capability of meeting the needs of our learners
using innovative instruction within our locally developed curricula built with a foundation laid

by the CCSSs.

Developing curriculum around new standards 1s important and vital work. Around the same
time the state adopted CCSSs, it became necessary for us to update our curriculum and
resources in English/Language Arts and Mathematics, as they were over 10 years old. We
spent a significant amount of our limited resources over the past three years to align to the
2010 state adoption of the CCSSs. Any changes now will come with a cost to-our students as
well as our taxpayers. Changing the standards will disrupt the fluidity and continuum of our
children’s education since the CCSSs have been established with articulated academic
progressions in both English/Language Arts and Mathematics. Furthermore, stepping back
from these standards would result in additional taxpayer dollars spent on curriculum

JOE.‘ Gai'lél School District of New Berlin 262 789 6220 office

Superintendent 4333 S Sunnyslopa Road 262 786 0512 fax

Joe.Garza@nbexcellence.org Naw Berlin WI 53151



realignment, potential course/staffing adjustments, as well as a depletion of resources already allocated to
other important instructional projects.

As I understand it, proponents and opponents of the E/LA & Math CCSSs argue that this is one of the
problems at hand—the CCSSs either force districts to shell out money on teacher training and on new
curriculum materials, etc., or that because they have shelled out money, that they shouldn’t now change.
Please note our district would have allocated resources to curriculum updates regardless if we were aligning
to the CCSSs or not. I believe teacher training is critical to any curriculum alignment and updated quality
resources are necessary to support teacher instruction and student learning.

Reexamining how our students are meeting and succeeding our expectations in our E/LLA & Math
curriculum this year will cause additional significant expenditures for professional development and
potential curriculum/student resource review. Creating new standards within four years of adopting ones
that are setting a higher expectation for students would not help our district reach our goal of fiscal
responsibility that reflects a commitment to student learning.

I ask you to honor the work and accomplishments that have been made to date, by not reverting back and
making adjustments to the English/Language Arts and Math CCSSs, as we feel maintaining the current use
of the CCSSs is what is best for our district at this time. Please further note, that making updates and
revisions to the English/Language Arts and Math Model Academic Standards prospectively within a given
rotation (not within the next year), is something that I can support.

Model Academic Standards Board

There is a lack of clarity around the members being appointed by either the State Superintendent or that of
the Governor. 2013 Senate Bill 619 states:

MODEL ACADEMIC STANDARDS BOARD

The bill creates a Model Academic Standards Board (board) in DPI which comprises the following
members: the state superintendent of public instruction, or his or her designee, who serves as co-
chairperson and who must appoint four members; six members appointed by the governor, one of whom is
to serve as 'cochamrperson; one member appointed by each of the *senate majonty and ’minonty leaders,
‘one member appointed by the speaker of the assembly; and *one member appointed by the assembly
munonty leader. The members appointed by the state supenintendent must include an *individual employed
as a principal in a high school, a’'member of a school board, one idividual who is a parent of a pupil
enrolled in a public school, and *one professor employed at an institution of higher education in tus state.
The members appointed by the governor must include one teacher employed by a public school, *one
teacher employed by a private school participating in a parental choice program, “one superintendent of a
school district, "one individual employed as a principal in an elementary school, and “one individual who is
a parent of a pupil attending a private school under a parental choice program. No member of the board
may be a member of the legislature.



The specific concerns that I raise need further clarification, include the following:

'One member appointed by the governor, who is to serve as co-chairperson. What will
this person’s background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be
considered? If so, could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this
position that they are not a member of the legislature?

*One member appointed by the senate majority leader. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member of the legislature?

*One member appointed by the senate minonity leader. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member of the legislature?

‘One member appointed by the speaker of the assembly. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member of the legislature?

’One member appointed by the assembly minority leader. What will this person’s
background, knowledge and skills be? Will content expertise be considered? If so,
could this be clarified? Is the only limitation to whom serves in this position that they
are not a member of the legislature? Could this be clanfied?

*An Individual employed as a principal in a high school. Will this be a public or private
school principal? Could this be clarified?

"A member of a school board. Wil this be a public or private school member of a
school board? Could this be clanfied?

*One professor employed at an institution of higher education in this state. Is there any
consideration to expanding the members from an “mstitution of higher education,”
especially given that there are different perspectives from “mstitutions from higher
education” (i.e. technical college, 2-year college and/or 4-year college)? Further, will
this be a professor employed at an institution of higher education from a public or
private institution?

’One teacher employed by a private school participating in a parental choice program.
While I support seeking input from private-school teachers, I have a concern related to
asking private school participants to provide input on standards that they are not held
accountable to. I believe that if in fact input from such an individual 1s sought, that they
participate and report out on state exams, as well as are held accountable to the same
standard public schools are held to (school report cards, district report cards, etc.).
One superintendent of a school district. 'Will this be a public or private school
superintendent? Could this be clarified?

" One individual employed as a principal in an elementary school. Will this be a public
or private school principal in an elementary school? Could this be clarified?

?One individual who is a parent of a pupil attending a private school under a parental
choice program. While 1 support seeking input from a parent of a pupil attending a
private school under a parental choice program, I have a concern related to asking a
private school participant to provide input on standards that they are not held
accountable to. I believe that if in fact input from such an individual is sought, that they
participate and report out on state exams, as well as are held accountable to the same
standard public schools are held to (school report cards, district report cards, etc.).



Any clarifications related to the questions raised above are critical to determine whether or not
the respective Model Academic Standards Board will truly be able to be effective, and provide
a fair and equitable representation of stakeholders. I'm only suggesting consistency in clarifying
the appointees, similar to how it’s already clarified within certain appointments (1.e. “One
teacher employed by a private school participating in a parental choice program.”) I would ask
that you provide the clarification related to the appointees referenced above prior to moving a
[inal draft forward. Further, if the appointments to the Board move forward as proposed, 1
would advocate for a much bigger discussion/decisions (if they are not already happening)
related to the accountability standards for private schools participating in parental choice

programs.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have any questions related to my
feedback, please feel free to contact me at 262-789-6220.

Respectlully,

Joe Garza
Superintendent
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March 4, 2014 SB 619 - OPPOSED

On October 3, 2013 1 spent the day at the Capitol, rescheduling my calendar and waiting the entire day to
share my testimony in support of the Common Core State Standards and the work we have done as a district to
set higher expectations for our students. Then, in November I received a survey that I completed, detailing the
amount of work that my district has done in support of higher standards. Please know the College Career
Readiness strands are important to the post-secondary transition for our students. Kettle Moraine deeply
supports the alignment to the college career readiness strands.

I now understand that you are considering legislation that would rewrite the Common Core State Standards
through a panel of appointees, to include individuals who are not subject to the standards that will be written. I
am amazed that this legislature is working against standards that have been determined to be more rigorous
and that you are taking the authority away from the elected State Superintendent of Education. This is work
that was originally supported by the National Governors Association. It is work that continues to be
applauded by the Wisconsin Manufacturers & Commerce, major business and industry leaders, as well
as local education leaders across our state,

I have heard the plea that “Wisconsin can do better.” I question that statement. I question our ability as a state
to design standards that are comparable, across the majority states in our nation so we know how our students
perform. I question our ability to fund the design of world class standards and a comparable unique state test
and I question the priority of spending money and time on work of that nature rather than investing that money
into our schools. I disagree with the idea of walking away from the investment that has been made to
incorporate these standards and to develop a test that measures, through performance, our students’
achievement. There is a great deal of good work that has been done and money that has been spent. This
legislation makes a mockery of that work.

I wonder if you understand the significant impact this legislation would have financially on school districts
across our state and the impact it would have on the morale of people working to have our students reach these
rigorous standards. To sink millions of dollars into the development of standards and assessments that reflect
Wisconsin’s opinion, rather than provide comparability across states, is to invest in a system that will not meet
the needs of our students. To do so when you recently enacted legislation that took money away from students
and educators by lowering the revenue limit that supports schools is even more hurtful. I am very concerned
that those legislators advancing this bill do not understand the long term impact this decision will have on their
local schools and the students we serve. I urge you to defeat SB619.

Patricia F. Deklotz, PhD.

Superintendent
- Learning Without Boundaries —
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March 6, 2014 SB 619- OPPOSED
As you consider SB 619 you are indeed facing a “fork-in-the-road”.

Turn to the left and suggest that the student’s of Wisconsin wait to have the following process
worked out through our political system:

e Convene a cross-section of learning and content experts in reading, writing,social studies
and math. Ensure that the team contains experts in developmental learning theories,
experts in global learning expectations, experts in vertical alignment of expectations and
experts in depth-of-knowledge theories.

e Have these teams develop standards that include agreement, multiple drafts, stakeholder
sharing and feedback, revisions, again solicit feedback, pilot the standards, inform
districts, inform parents and train teachers.

e Once the standards have completed these process you can then convene another team
with expertise in assessment creation, agree on assessment, draft, share, solicit
feedback, pilot frequently to ensure validity and reliability, create a bank of valid and
reliable questions, find a company to manage the assessment process, inform districts,
inform parents and train teachers.

Past experience suggests this is a three to five year process.

Turn to the right at the “fork-in-the-road” and suggest to the student's of Wisconsin that we are
poised to move forward based on your understanding that the Common Core State Standards:
e were created with a view of global competition rather than a myopic and antiquated belief
that their only competition is “Wisconsin” competition or United States competition.
e were thoroughly vetted by experts in learning theory, content area experts, administrators
and teachers.
e hold students to common and high-standards that offer local control of the precise
curriculum and resources used while simultaneously offering standardization that doesn't
lower the achievement bar based on where a child lives.

In the Kettle Moraine School District we are proud of a legacy of Blue Ribbons, Newsweek
Ranking, Washington Post Ranking, Merit Scholars, perfect ACT scores and an example to
many. In the last five years we have grown proud of International attention on our work in
personalized learning. In an age of customization and ubiquitous technology-- we have
responded. More importantly, our students have responded!

- Learning Without Boundaries —
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The CCSS provide the an ideal blend of a standardization of expectations that are clear for all
students and teachers with flexibility for local decision making. With a clear target in view, we
are able to have local control over the path it takes to hit that target. For us that local control
goes further to allow for personalization of each student's path to the target.

Our students’ success in personalized learning has resulted in the curiosity of hundreds of
visitors. From across the United States and across the globe we have welcomed visitors all with
the question: "How can we personalize a path for each student while holding them all to
international standards?” We believe the CCSS is an essential part of answering this question.
Among the recognition of the power of this work was our participation in a global assessment
just last week. Eighty 15 year-olds were invited to participate in an Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development Assessment (OECD). This is an assessment that reflects the
rigor of the PISA exam. These examples hardly suggests our work with CCSS is holding Kettle
Moraine students back or holding them down.

As you make your decision, | trust you will think about how you are asking the students and
educators of Wisconsin to spend their time. Do you want us waiting? Do you want us to deny
the years of work and research that has gone into the CCSS? Do you want us to believe that a
system that is bound to Wisconsin allows our students the best opportunity to be globally
competitive? or Do you want us to continue to move forward?

Dr. Theresa Gennerman

- Learning Without Boundaries —




To: The Senate Committee on Education

From: Jennifer Metzer,(262)965-6520, metzerj@kmsd.edu
Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach, Kettle Moraine School District
Kohl Fellow Award, 2012

Kettle Moraine Teacher of the Year 2006-07

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 2002 and 2012 Renewal

Testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 619 Relating to: creating a model academic standards boardRe:
Rigorous Standards for Our Students, Misconceptions about Common Core

Members of the Wisconsin Senate Committee on Education, Committee Chairman Olsen, thank you for
the opportunity to speak with you today. Last week in second grade | was working with a class of
students that was beginning to identify symbolism in a second grade text. The students were actually
uncovering writer's craft moves! They noted that, Catina was like the cym bals, loud. Houndsley was like
the snow, quiet. As a student | don't remember learning about symbolism until high school. Will second
graders call it symbolism? No. Will they start to mimic the author James Howe and start including craft
moves in their writing? Yes. Powerful and all possible because of the rigorous standards we call
common core.

| come to you today with a Wisconsin perspective. |come to you today as a National Board Certified
teacher, not once, but twice. | attended elementary school in Cottage Grove and Lac Du Flambeau. |
attended high school in Minocqua. | have taught in Wisconsin Rapids and now in Kettle Moraine. My
father was a teacher at LaFollette and at Nicolet Technical College. Wisconsin and excellence in
education are two words that have always fit together in my mind. | taught for two years in California at
the outset of my teaching career, no thanks! | fought my way back into Wisconsin at a time when 1400
applicants would apply for four jobs. Wisconsin, a place | want to teach.

For more than twenty years, we have jockeyed for top position in ACT scores-yet another proud
Wisconsin tradition of excellence in education. In 2006 ACT commissioned a study (this information
can be found in appendix A of the common core) that greatly influenced the creation of common core,
a core of skills that will graduate students who are college and career ready. For twenty years the
leaders of education in our state have been doing something well, the scores speak for themselves.

Common core seeks to prepare our students to be ready for their career or college, what an
opportunity for the state. Graduates from high school who can go straight to manufacturing jobs with
the reading, writing and math skills they will need to succeed. Graduates from high school who will not
need remedial courses in college. The core standards are a pathway to economic success. Well
educated students are an investment in the type of economy we seek.

The standards are working already in a second grade classroom in my school, already working in all
classrooms in my school as we lift the level of thinking through these thoroughly developed standards.



Now about the misconceptions, co n core has a sudden storm of untruths swirling about on the
| _ Spiong, soyion corg hig
internet and in the news: A‘p’&nﬁmﬁ-a mere 126 pages-most people, even educators, have not read
tan . Many of the myths being circulated about common core could be undone if parents, educators and
leaders actually read the entire document. Not reading the complete document is like trying to
understand the Constitution without reading the preamble. Common core is not a curriculum and for
anyone to use the word curriculum in conjunction with the core is misrepresenting the whole concept.
The common core is a set of rigorous standards, that are certainly not, common. Never, in my almost
twenty years of teaching have | witnessed a set of standards that has lifted the level of teaching and

learning so quickly, for both educators and students.

It seems almost surreal to me that the process of creating the common core began at least six years
ago and suddenly, now, we have a crisis. We are standing here today, debating them. Let me quote
briefly from the common core standards document, “The present work, led by the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors Association (NGA), builds on the foundation laid by states in their
decades-long work on crafting high-quality education standards. The Standards also draw on the most important
intemational models as well as research and input from numerous sources, including state departments of education,
scholars, assessment developers, professional organizations, educators from kindergarten through college, and
parents, students, and other members of the public. In their design and content, refined through successive drafts and
numerous rounds of feedback, the Standards represent a synthesis of the best elements of standards-related work to
date and an important advance over that previous work.

As specified by CCSSO and NGA, the Standards are (1) research and evidence based, (2) aligned with college and
work expectations, (3) rigorous, and (4) internationally benchmarked. A particular standard was included in the
document only when the best available evidence indicated that its mastery was essential for college and career
readiness in a twenty-first-century, globally competitive society. The Standards are intended to be a living work: as new
and better evidence emerges, the Standards will be revised accordingly.

I am not convinced that a panel of nine, and in fact | know, that a panel of nine, in a short timeline,
cannot match the kind of intellect and feedback that has been already invested in the creation of the
common core.

Let educators do our jobs, we have spent almost three years integrating and understanding these
standards already. Senate Bill 619 fails to provide the time, the money, or the resources to improve
upon something exceptional.

Thank you, and | am happy to take questions.

s




March 6, 2014
To: Members of the Senate Committee on Education
From: Richard Melcher, High School Teacher

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Senate Bill 619

Mr. Chairman, Senators of the Committee on Education,
thank you for the opportunity to testify at this public
hearing concerning Senate Bill 619.

First and foremost, | want to state for the public record, |
have taken a personal leave day and | am here to testify
on my own behalf. | do not represent any teacher’s
organization nor do | speak on their behalf.

So that I’'m clear on the intention of this bill, | beg your
indulgence while | read portions of the Legislative
Reference Bureau analysis of Senate Bill 619.

According to the LRB analysis of this bill, DPI will be
prohibited from doing two things, and | quote;

1) “taking any further action to implement the common
core standards.”



2) “directing school districts to implement further
standards until certain conditions have been satisfied.”

Further quoting from the LRB analysis; “This bill requires
DPI to adopt state standards only after these standards
have been developed and approved by the Model
Academic Standards Board.”

This MASB will consist of 15 members; the state
superintendent, or his or her designee, 4 other members
appointed by the state superintendent and 10 members
appointed by partisan political officials, 6 of those by the
governor.

In addition this bill requires the MASB to appoint 4
subject specific subcommittees. These subcommittees
are required to submit proposed standards within 12
months of enactment of the bill for English, reading,
language arts and mathematics and within 36 months for
science and social studies.

When this is done, the state superintendent must take
into consideration these proposed standards, hold a
public hearing, and submit proposed model academic
standards first to the legislative council staff and then to



the Joint Committee for Review of Administrative Rules.
The JCRAR must then hold a hearing before it approves
or objects. If they object, the JCRAR gets to propose a bill
to the senate and assembly using the standards
proposed by the MASB. We're still not done. The MASB
must hold a hearing before it submits its proposed

standards to the superintendent.

Did | get any of that wrong?

" Then I will quickly get to my 3 points of objection.

First, as this is a bill authored by senators from the
republican party, | find it ironic and somewhat
hypocritical that this bill adds more government
involvement and bureaucracy.

Second, those who authored this bill as well as those
others of you on this committee who have been around
long enough should know that this bill is
unconstitutional. In 1996, the Wisconsin Supreme Court



held in Thompson v. Craney that, “Our review of these
sources demonstrates beyond a reasonable doubt that
the office of state Superintendent of Public Instruction
was intended by the framers of the constitution to be a
supervisory position and that the “other officers”
mentioned in the provision were intended to be
subordinate to the state Superintendent of Public

Instruction.”

By creating the MASB and, quoting SB 619 “prohibiting
the State Superintendent from taking further action to
implement the common core standards”, you are giving,
quoting Thompson v. Craney again, “the former powers
of the elected state Superintendent of Public Instruction
to appointed ‘other officers’ at the state level who are
not subordinate to the superintendent, (this is)
unconstitutional beyond a reasonable doubt. If changes
such as (these)... are to be made in the structure of
educational administration --- and we express no
judgment on the possible merits of the changes --- they
would require a constitutional amendment.”

If it is your intent to pass this bill and have the governor
sign it into law because you have the votes to do it and



let the Supreme Court decide later if it is constitutional
again, wasting taxpayers money; then it brings me to my
final objection.

As a classroom teacher, | am tired of the people in this
building treating teachers like they are simply servants to
do their political bidding. We are professional educators.
We have years of traihing and experience in the
classroom which makes us invaluable resources for
moving the education of Wisconsin’s students forward.
For the past 4 years the teachers, administrators,
counselors, parents, school boards, and many others in
education have been working hard along with the D.P.1.
and C.E.S.A. offices to make implementation of Common
Core go as smooth as possible. If any of you had issues
with what was going on you should have been working
with us and the D.P.I. to make the implementation
easier. Withdraw this bill and work with the
superintendent and the teachers of this state to make
education in Wisconsin something to be proud of.
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Senator/Senate Committee Chair Olsen, Senate Education Committee, March 6, 2014

| support continuing the Common Core State Standards as a framework for curriculum and instruction for
Wisconsin. | urge you to oppose Senate Bill 619. Please support staying the course with a set of standards that
is widely accepted by moderates in both political parties across the United States.

It is clearly unfortunate that another round of debate surrounding the Common Core State Standards is emerging.
As a district, Middleton-Cross Plains Area School District has spent an enormous amount of time aligning
curriculum to these standards that have been adopted by 45 of 50 states. Although there has been some
politicization of the standards in the past few months (opposition from the far left and far right), the standards were
developed in a very non-partisan environment with the support of the National Governor's Association with both
Republican and Democratic support.

If this legislation is passed, our district and many others, would likely need to stop significant work on curriculum
development while a state committee creates a new set of standards. Knowing the political overtones that this
could result in, it is likely that this will be a contentious process. A uniquely Wisconsin set of standards would also
place us outside the mainstream of program materials and assessment in the United States.

One significant impact for district across the state if Senate Bill 619, or similar legislation, is passed will be the
uncertainty adopting an aligned standardized assessment. The currently planned Smarter Balance tests will
allow legitimate district to district, and state to state comparison of student achievement. One central criticism of
schools and school districts across the nation has been the checkerboard of inconsistent standards,
assessments, and benchmarks which challenges the public and elected officials when determining school, school
district, and state success in public education.. We have been piloting Smarter Balance assessments for more
than a year and have been impressed with the rigor and alignment to higher levels of thinking. If the state were to
decide to develop its own assessments, the costs would be major, and the tests would likely be difficult to
compare in terms of validity and reliability.

Please stay the course with the Common Core State Standards, and walk away from the divisiveness of the
proposed legislation. Utilizing the Common Core State Standards | believe is in the best interest of our students
and our state. The standards will foster accountability and consistency that the vast majority of Wisconsin parents
and educators expect.

Please support the retention of the Common Core State Standards, and oppose any legislation that will confuse
and impede our efforts to develop a powerful and valid baseline for curricular planning.

Respectfully,

Dr. Donald Johnson, Superintendent

Middleton-Cross Plains Area Schools

Middleton-Cross Plains Area School District, 7106 South Ave., Middleton, W1 53562 (608) 829-9000 Fax (608) 836-1536 www.mcpasd.k12.wi.us



March 6", 2014

On August 20th, 2010, | attended my first workshop on the Common Core State Standards. The aim of the
workshop was fo deliver a systematic plan of services to lead and support effective district adoption of the Common
Core. In the almost four years since then, countless hours have been put in by district leaders to gain an
understanding of the Standards and analyze the current methods and pedagogies to ensure that our students could

meet these new expectations.
As | stand before you today, | ask myself “why?” Why do educational leaders from around the state have to

gather today to defend the work of the last several years? What exactly is wrong with the Common Core? What is
wrong with Reading and Literature standard 1.1, which says that first graders should be able to ask and answer
questions about key details in a text? What is so atrocious about math standard 4.NF.B.3, which asks 4th graders to
understand the addition and subtraction of fractions? If the Common Core State Standards are truly deplorable, and
you propose that Wisconsin write their own standards, my question to you is how would they be different? How
would they be better?

| have heard opponents to the Common Core say that the cost of implementing the Standards would be too
great a burden for districts to bear. However, that argument is without merit, because districts have been working
that cost info their budgets for the past 4 years. If implementation cost is truly a concern, you may want to form a
committee to explore a reimbursement plan for those districts who are already well into the adoption process.

| have also heard the misconception that the Common Core restricts teacher freedom, removes classic
literature from the classroom, and eliminates local control. These hollow arguments only bring to light the ignorance
of those who have not read the Standards and alse the irresponsible propaganda being spread by those with a

financial interest in the game.
In the introduction of the Common Core State Standards, which | read for the first time in 2010, it states, and

| quote: ‘ ,
“The standards should be recognized for what they are not as well as what they are...The standards

define what all students are expected to know and be able to do, NOT how teachers should teach.
Furthermore, while the standards make reference to some particular forms of content...they do not-
indead, cannot- enumerate all or even most of the content that students should learn. The standards
must therefore be complemented by a well-developed, content rich curriculum consistent with the

expectations laid out in this document.”

The introduction continues by saying, and | quote:

“While the Standards focus on what is most essential, they do not describe all that can or should be
taught. A great deal is left to the discretion of teachers and curriculum developers. The aim of the
standards is to ARTICULATE THE FUNDAMENTALS, not set out an exhaustive list or a set of

restrictions that limits what can be taught.”

Members of the committee, please believe me when | say that | would much rather be back in Pulaski today,
celebrating Read Across America Week with my students. However, | felt the need to come here to advocate for
their best interests. I'm not here because | am motivated by money, greed, or a hidden political agenda. | am here
because | am motivated by the students of Fairview Elementary School. | believe that they deserve to be held to a
higher universal standard. A standard that can be set by the Common Core.

Thank you for your tirpe and your service to our state,
i g




Testimony in Opposition to SB 619 on March 6th, 2014
Dominick Madison

District Administrator

Brillion Public School

Member of the Senate Committee on Education

| am testifying today in opposition to SB 619. This piece of legislation would have a negative
impact on public schools in the state of Wisconsin because it creates uncertainty and instability
in the work classroom teachers are doing to raise student achievement in math and language
arts. The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are supported by both the business
community and the higher education community in Wisconsin and the nation; validating the
tenant of CCSS to ensure students are career and college ready. These standards came from
the states and represent the working of federalism at its best. It was the states that came up
with this good idea and the federal government is working on behalf of the states to accomplish
what the people have said they need. While loud and vociferous criticism has come from small
and often uninformed parties, the fact remains that the CCSS puts Wisconsin's expectations for
students as high as any in the world. The process to implement the standards has been
effective, inclusive, and complete. No other decision in recent memory has been made with
input from as many quarters as the CCSS. All parties impacted by these standards were a part
of the process to study and to implement them. To suggest that these standards are federal
overreach done without contemplative study and consideration by educators in Wisconsin, is to
misrepresent the facts surrounding CSS implementation in Wisconsin.

While the overwhelming majority of educators and citizens favor the standards, there are some
who will work to spread misinformation in an attempt to further their own agenda. Their
disinformation remains as placidly false today as it was on the day they first conjured up their
mythical stories about the CCSS. As it exists today every professional statewide education
organization has endorsed the CCSS, the UW system and Wisconsin Tech Colleges has
endorsed the standards, the Wisconsin Chamber of Commerce has endorsed the standards,
and the Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce has endorsed the standards. A broad
coalition of support from across the political and economic spectrum has found that the work
currently being done in public schools in Wisconsin on math and language arts is what should be
done.

It is patently obvious that no significant problem exists with the standards that are being
implemented in our public schools. This bill needlessly undermines curriculum work being done
on behalf of our students every day. The legislature does not need to expand its scope of
influence nor does a need exist for laws to be passed that attempt to solve problems that do not
exist. | urge the committee to keep the legislature focused on working to solve real problems,
not imagined ones. SB 619 is clearly a solution looking for a problem.



Dear Senate Education Committee,

Over the past year the Common Core State standards have come under fire really for reasons unknown
other than a politically driven agenda. The Common Core have been in place over the past three years
with substantial time and money being invested in curriculum adjustments, material purchases, and
training. This has all been done with substantial underfunding of our schools and programs. Over the
years Wisconsin has prided itself and been looked upon as a model for education, a state others could
look to for its successful programs and results. The Common Core strengthened and raised the bar for
students to be college and career ready providing an avenue for students leaving high school to be ready
for success at the next stagé of their lives.

The Common Core Standards have solidified standards across this nation to compare not only strengths
but also areas to focus on for improvements within our programs and with our students. It allows states
and students across our nation to be compared as equals due to a commaonality by what they are taught
and the standards that drive the content in our schools. The rigor and high standards that have been set
by these Common Core Standards have set the table for our future and the success of students and
businesses across this nation. Yet here we stand defending that which has raised the bar and created
equality of high achievement.

Along with the standards we have a state wide assessment that is not a useful tool or an assessment
which provides data that can be used and reflected on. The WKCE assessment is an outdated
assessment assessing student’s knowledge at the beginning of the school year and sharing results in the
spring. This assessment does not allow for adjustments to teaching and learning due to its timing and
lacks useful feedback when released in the spring. The new Smarter Balance Assessment which is based
off of the Common Core is set to start this next school year and has benefits to teaching and learning.
This assessment shifts the timing to the spring which shows student growth over the year unlike like the
WKCE which shows what occurred over the summer and is not a true representation of what students
have learned over the course of the school year.

With a state that continues to deteriorate and underfund public education, how are schools, once again
suppose to find ways to purchase new materials, train staff, and fund programs to implement new
standards? As politicians, who are charged with being fiscally responsible, how is throwing millions of
tax payer dollars out the window, following that fiscal responsibility? Assembly Speaker Vos stated,
“There is a whole lot of arrogance in (the state department of education) to think the only people
concerned with high standards are educators.” Really, that statement implies that politically there is
support of public education, funding for programs, and a partnership to improve our schools. Yet
actions by our governor and political parties do not support that statement through the continued
deterioration and underfunding of our public schools.

It seems that our state’s educational programs and successes have been sold to the political groups who
put the most money in the politician’s coughers. Eliminating the Common Core State standards not
only weakens our school systems, would eliminate consistency, detrimentally affect schools financially,
but it is another step in undermining public education and as a state moving backwards instead of



forward. | am hopeful that the Common Core Standards will stay in place continuing the high
expectations, and preparing all of our students to be college and career ready. This in turn provides a
successful future for our students and businesses who have workers entering their doors with a'strong
educational background.

Thank you,

Marc Klawiter
Principal Lannoye Elementary School



March 3, 2014
Dear Members of the Senate Committee on Education:

| am writing in regards to the upcoming hearing regarding Senate Bill 619. | am strongly opposed to
politicizing the process of developing, writing and approving academic standards in the state of
Wisconsin.

| believe in “local control” and feel that we continue to be conceding our local control of school
districts and their daily operations to the state the past three to four years. | question how a
subcommittee of fifteen individuals who have little or no experience in education could be charged

- with developing and writing our academic standards. When | view the proposed make-up of the
committee, it definitely looks politically charged with individuals who would make up the committee
and be appointed by the governor. Just because one can “read complex text” or “complete difficult
algebraic problems” does not mean that they can write the standards and benchmarks needed to be
rigorous and academically challenging for our K-12 students. It is time to change the CCSS debate to
a discussion about the consistent implementation and teaching of the standards in our state with local
decisions rather than if they should have ever been adopted in Wisconsin and now abandoned.

We are in need of new standards in science and social studies since these were last written in 1998.
However, this is not the process that should be used in our state. Our English Language Art and
Math standards should be reviewed and revised, as well as other standards, so that they challenge
our students and are rigorous, relevant standards that allow our state to compete on a national and
international level. Again though, this is not the process outlined in Senate Bill 619 that should be
used.

The Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce came out in early February, 2014 supporting the
CCSS. | might add that WMC has heavily backed Scott Walker and other republicans. Jim Morgan,
president of WMC'’s educational division said “the standards have given local communities a common
purpose, the states a common goal and our country a tool to ensure our long-term success. The
Common Core makes common sense for Wisconsin school districts. Wisconsin businesses and
employers have been asking for accountability and measurement in schools for more than 25 years
and the CCSS will provide consistency across the state, more accountability and innovation and
increase quality”.

[ would like to extend an invitation to visit the Pulaski Community School District and our classrooms
to learn more about the Common Core State Standard implementation, alignment to our curriculum
and authentic assessment of student learning. Please do not hesitate to contact me to schedule a
visit to our district or to answer any questions you may have regarding the CCSS. | look forward to
working with you on behalf of our students.

Yours in Education,

C\Zénnf'fer E‘ra&j/afnjf

Jennifer Gracyalny

Director of Learning Services
Pulaski Community School District
143 W Green Bay St

Pulaski, WI 54162

920-822-6016
jraracvalnv@pulaskischools.org




\II Wisconsin School Psychologists Association, Inc.

March 6, 2014
Esteemed Legislators:

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on SB619. My name is John Humphries, and I am
here to offer solutions that respect the many positions on the important issues facing us today. I will be
sharing the views of the Wisconsin School Psychologists Association, which I serve as President-Elect.
T 'am also a former staff member of DPI, having served as the School Psychology consultant for 7 years
before returning to the schools in 2011. I am a Nationally Certified and DPI-Licensed School
Psychologist and Director of Special Education and Pupil Services. I currently work in that capacity in
the Dodgeville, WI School District.

The primary purposes of WSPA are to serve the mental health and educational needs of all children and
youth, and to facilitate and support the effective practice of school psychology. School psychologists are
scientists in the field of education. We know and understand research-based practices that use student-
level and system-level data to improve student outcomes. Wisconsin School Psychologists are required
to hold at least an Educational Specialist level of training, with over 30 credit hours of Post-Master’s
Degree, supervised practice. As opposed to some states, school psychologists in Wisconsin are eligible
for private practice licensure through our Department of Safety and Professional Services. There are
about 1,000 licensed school psychologists in our state. WSPA provides today’s comments with a unique
perspective about the Common Core State Standards based on our backgrounds as scientist-
practitioners. We agree with both the State Superintendent and with the Governor, and we have a
recommendation for moving forward that takes both of perspectives into account.

On October 23" 2013, the Wisconsin School Psychologists Association provided testimony to a
legislative task force regarding implementation of the Common Core State Standards. At that time, we
called for a number of important measures. These included:

e Use the Common Core as a baseline of expectations.

* Provide more explicit definitions and clarify assumptions of the standards.

* Identify those areas of the Common Core that can be improved and provide more information on
how best to implement the new standards. '

* Develop a task force to identify areas of needed improvement, along with resources to support
high-level implementation of the CCSS. These mi ght be called "The Wisconsin CCSS Extension
Standards." This would clearly identify those areas where our state wants Wisconsin students to
excel beyond the national standards. Such a task force should include a broad and inclusive
group of stakeholders, but also include national experts in reading and math skill acquisition who
can guide Wisconsin as we move forward.

WSPA is very concerned with the proposed Common Core legislation. The proposal does not begin
with a baseline of the Common Core, and instead develops new standards from scratch, a challenge that
Wisconsin has historically struggled with. The proposal does not include a broad and inclusive group of
stakeholders. Expanding upon standards will require the involvement of experts with a breadth and
depth of training and experience that may be lacking in Wisconsin. We call upon the legislature to
define and expand the work group participants for more complete representation and again, to include
national experts.



Developing the Common Core State Standards took an enormous amount of work. Our professionals
across the state are not yet fully versed in the new standards. How would we possibly expect them to
create new, high-quality standards in a year? Ultimately, an excellent product comes from reasoned,
thoughtful discussion. WSPA calls upon the legislature to extend the time period for creation of
additional standards.

WSPA is concerned with the appropriate role of the state superintendent. The Wisconsin Constitution,
Article X, states, “The supervision of public instruction shall be vested in a state superintendent and
such other officers as the legislature shall direct.” The delegate Lorenzo Bevans summarized his
comments about the proposed office of state superintend by stating, “...who alone can give uniformity,
energy, and efficiency to the system?” [Journal of the Convention of 1846, reprinted in the Attainment
of Statehood 568 (Milo M. Quaife, ed., 1928)]

WSPA is very interested in supporting “uniformity, energy, and efficiency” in our system of state
schools, as envisioned by the framers of our state constitution. We believe that adoption of the Common
Core does precisely this, and that this is one reason why many groups including Wisconsin
Manufacturers and Commerce have publicly given their support. What is the purpose of Wisconsin
Standards if they are not aligned to nationally-normed tests or directly comparable to other state's
standards? The future of the global marketplace involves competition on a grand scale. Wisconsin
students should not be held apart from an opportunity to compete on the same playing field as students
from other states. There is no reasonable rationale for taking Wisconsin out of the national conversation
on educational outcomes.

Finally, as experts in assessment, we are very concerned with the possibility of the development of a
replacement statewide assessment. It is inconceivable that an assessment developed for our state would
be as comprehensive and meaningful as the Smarter Balanced Assessment. Furthermore, having one
consistent assessment that is used across the nation gives us an excellent way to measure our student’s
progress. This issue is one that should cause significant concern to all who are interested in moving our
schools forward in a uniform and efficient manner.

In summary, Wisconsin deserves higher standards, not replacement standards that could very easily be
less rigorous than the Common Core. The proposal inserts politics into a process that should be focused
on educational expertise. We again call upon you to use the Common Core as a baseline and add more
clarity, rigor, and support for implementation.

Thank you again for your time and focus on these important educational issues.

/s/ /s/
Katie Ashley Betty DeBoer, Ph. D.
Co-Chair, Legislative Committee  President

John Humphries, N
President-Elect
Co-Chair, Legislative Committee
johnhumphriesncsp@gmail.com
(608) 438-6109



March 6, 2014
Good Morning,

My name is Rebecca Kurzynske. As a member of the Oconto Falls Public School District
Board of Education, | urge you to vote against Senate Bill 619 and oppose the creation of
a Model Academic Standards Board with membership filled by political appointment. This
board would be given authority over matters that clearly are the responsibility of the
Department of Public Instruction, according to the Constitution of the State of Wisconsin.

A politically appointed board to oversee the development of academic standards is a step
backwards and disrespects the profession. Within the Oconto Falls School Districtand in
Districts across the state, we have spent countless hours revising our curriculum to align
with the adopted Common Core State Standards and continually work to implement other
Model Academic Standards as they are adopted including the Career and Technical
Education Standards which were adopted this past fall.

Our administrative team has done an outstanding job of keeping our Board of Education
updated on changes to academic standards and how this may impact the education we
provide our students. Using the Curriculum Development and Evaluation process
prescribed by Board Policy, our administrative team has lead staff in developing program
intent, selecting materials, implementing the revised curriculum based on the new
standards, and will continue the process by evaluating the program and identifying areas of
needed improvement. Our policy states, “The Board has the responsibility for maintaining
a minimum program of instruction guaranteed by the state statutes and for initiating
improvements beyond that minimum.”  Our policy goes on to clearly identify
responsibilities for maintaining instructional programs consistent with provisions of the
constitution of the State of Wisconsin and other applicable policies, regulations, and rules.
The policy also outlines the Board's expectation that faculty and administration evaluate the
program and report their findings as well as recommendations to the Board.

The standards guide our instruction. However, resources selection, curriculum
development, and instructional practice are still determined at the local level based on the
needs of the District and its students. As a member of the Board of Education and
representative of the Board on our local curriculum committee, | have often looked at
options for programing, staffing and curriculum. Ultimately, our locally elected School Board
makes the call on what happens in our schools.



Additionally, | would ask that you consider the time, effort, energy, and resources our
districts have invested in preparing our leaders, educators, students, and families for the
shifts to higher standards and greater accountability. Our educators have spent time
unpacking the standards, evaluating their current practice, researching educational
materials, engaging in professional development related to research-based best practice
instructional strategies as they prepared for this year, their first full implementation year
using the Common Core Standards as their guide.

Our Board of Education has made a conscientious effort at the local, regional, and state
level to deepen our understanding of the purpose of the new standards and the
assessments that accompany the new standards. We do this not because we have been
mandated to do so, but because we know that it is in the best interest of the students,
tamilies, and community we serve. Our parents are excited about the opportunities
available to their students which will help them achieve at higher levels.

As a member of the Oconto Falls Board of Education, | take my responsibility as a Board
member very seriously. Like members of the State Legislature, we take an Oath of Office
to support the Constitution of the United States and the Constitution of the State of
Wisconsin and to faithfully discharge the duties of our office. |urge you to vote against
Senate Bill 619 and preserve local control of Wisconsin's PUBLIC education system and
at the same time respect the work and authority of the Wisconsin Department of Public
Instruction. Thank your for your service to our state and for the opportunity to share my
thoughts with you today.

b Fongyrater

Rebecca Kurzynske
Clerk, Oconto Falls Public School Board of Education
(920) 373-3961



Testimony to Wisconsin Senate
Bill to replace Common Core Standards
March 6, 2014

Ann Marie Hillman

(Review of time and money spent by schools preparing for Common Core for 3 % years)
A Nation at Risk, 1983, as beginning of the standards movement, under Reagan
Among 38 recommendations to improve education

In 3" grade at that time, now finishing my doctoral degree; country is just about to put the
recommendation for national standards and common assessment into place

Why replace standards that describe ambitious educational goals, especially for struggling readers?
Short-hand descriptions of CCSS for Reading

Comprehend text and cite evidence.
Summarize themes.

Analyze text and sequence.

Develop vocabulary.

Analyze text structure.

Identify point of view and bias.

Use multiple sources, within or between texts.
Analyze arguments.

Compare and contrast texts.

10. Independently understand texts at grade level.

0 o e W P

Understanding these anchor standards allow us to understand literacy standards for English language
arts, science, social studies /history, and technical subjects across the curriculum.

In contrast, designing Wisconsin model standards representing stepping backwards to where we just
were, before we agreed to adopt the CCSS in 2010. Wisconsin’s model standards were often cited in
research about standards as among the most vague, abstract and unworkable in the nation (.

Personal appeal that we allow the national standards to proceed, finally after a thirty-year process, with
the aligned assessments coming out this fall, to allow Wisconsin’s educational system to prove its worth
in national comparisons. This would also allow our educators to discover and address any shortcomings
for the sake of the kids now.
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Testimony in Favor of 2013 SB-619
the Model Academic Standards Bill

by Craig T. Dedo
March 6, 2014

Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to testify on SB-619, informally known as the Model
Academic Standards bill. I am in favor of swift passage of this bill by both houses of the Wisconsin State
Legislature.

Most of the others who testify here today will most likely address the technical issues of this bill. T would
like to address the constitutional, philosophical, and ethical issues in this bill.

Constitutional Issues

I believe that this bill is constitutional according to the original public meaning of both the United States
Constitution and the Wisconsin Constitution. Although I am neither a lawyer nor a constitutional scholar, I
am a citizen who takes both constitutions seriously and believes that the plain English in both documents
means exactly what it says. I expect that all state and local officials in Wisconsin, legislative, executive, and
judicial, will also take both documents seriously.

I believe that the apparent position of Tony Evers, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, that he
alone has the constitutional authority to determine state standards for public schools, is seriously mistaken. T
have read Article X, “Education”, in the Wisconsin Constitution in its entirety and I can find no grant of sole
authority on this subject to the state superintendent. To the contrary, there is clear constitutional language
that contradicts this position. “The supervision of public instruction shall be vested in a state superintendent
and such other officers as the legislature shall direct; and their qualifications, powers, duties and compensation
shall be prescribed by law” (Wisconsin Constitution, Article X, Section 1)

This plain language means that the state superintendent has only that authority that is expressly granted
to him by law and nothing more. Thus, he has both a legal and ethical obligation to faithfully execute the laws
passed by the legislature on the subject of public education. To refuse to do so or to take action that contradicts
the decisions of the legislature would be to usurp the explicit constitutional authority of the legislature.

Philosophical and Ethical Issues

I am strongly opposed to the adoption of the so-called Common Core State Standards (CCSS) as academic
standards for Wisconsin public schools. My opposition is for all of the reasons given by Dr. Duke Pesta in his
presentation “Common Core: Not for the Common Good” ([Pesta 2014]). All of the facts and ideas in his
presentation are incorporated into my testimony by reference. I strongly encourage the Wisconsin State Senate
to include all of his presentation in the public testimony on this bill.

I have listened to Dr. Pesta’s presentation on three (3) occasions this year: February 7, February 22, and
March 5. During the presentation, I noticed a number of characteristics of Common Core that trouble me.
Following are some of these characteristics.

1. Top-Down Decision-Making. Although there is a pretense that Common Core is adopted and
implemented by each state individually, this is not really true. Instead, it has been largely imposed on the
states by the US Department of Education, through a series of bribes and other acts of coercion.

2. Stealth Implementation. Common Core was developed in secret by a small group of developers
without any input from any persons outside of the original developers. When the states adopted Common Core,
there never were any public hearings nor were there any votes by state legislatures.

3. Nationalized Curriculum. Common Core centralizes the development of the curriculum at the
national level. With Common Core, almost all curriculum decisions are made by a small group of bureaucrats
in the US Department of Education or their designees, who are completely isolated from influence by the
general public. This means that local boards of education will lose control of the curriculum of their schools.
Since almost all text books are already being aligned to Common Core, local boards of education will be hard
pressed to find texts that are different from Common Core. This nationalization of curriculum directly
contradicts the 10" Amendment to the United States Constitution, “The powers not delegated to the United

CA\SYS$USERS\CTD\Government\Wisconsin\Testimony_in_Favor_of 2013_SB-619_2014-03-06.wpd
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States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people.” Since the United States Constitution does not vest authority over education in the federal government,
authority over education is reserved to the states.

4. Data-Mining Kids. Common Core requires the schools to collect large amounts of data on the
students, their parents, and their home environment. Some of this is through explicit surveys conducted in the
schools. Some of it is collected via stealth methods through electronic monitoring devices. These practices are
a violation of the right to privacy that is supposed to be protected by the 4"* Amendment to the United States
Constitution.

5. Usurpation of Parental Authority. Schools implementing Common Core have implemented

practices that infringe on areas that traditionally have been reserved to parents.

® Some parents no longer have access to text books and other teaching materials that are being used in the
classrooms.

® Providing health care to students without parental knowledge or consent.

® Integration of material about human sexuality into unrelated subject matter instead of being reserved in
separate courses with the opportunity for explicit parental buy-in

® Material that teaches particular opinions about politics, religion, and ethics that may be in opposition to
what the parents are teaching their lids at home.

6. Teaching of Socialism. Some of the Common Core teaching materials are advocating socialist
positions on public policy without any opposing positions or points of view. These practlces are turning the
public schools into socialist indoctrination centers.

Taken together, these characteristics and practices strongly resemble the educational practices of a well-
known nation in the recent past. That nation was the Soviet Union. These practices also are typical of other
totalitarian nations. If Common Core continues to be implemented in Wisconsin, we will end up mandating
Soviet-style education in this state. This nation was founded on the idea that human rights come from God and
are not privileges granted by a benevolent state and that governments are established to preserve, protect, and
defend the God-given rights of the people. Therefore, implementing practices like those in Common Core
in our public and private schools should be anathema to all freedom-loving people.

Taking the decision-making authority for educational standards out of the hands of the state
superintendent and placing that authority into a carefully chosen Model Academic Standards Board will go a
long way toward making sure that standards for Wisconsin public schools are a good fit for the needs of
Wisconsin and are consistent with the values of a free society. This bill is carefully crafted and will go a long
way toward developing and implementing high quality standards for Wisconsin public schools.

Therefore, it is imperative that the Wisconsin State Legislature approve this bill into law as soon as
possible.

References

[Pesta 2014] Pesta, Dr. Duke. “Common Core: Not for the Common Good” (Presentation at the Kiwanis
Society, Elm Grove Wisconsin, 7 February 2014; at the Country Springs Hotel, Pewaukee, Wisconsin,
22 February 2014; and at the Machine Shed Restaurant, Waukesha, Wisconsin, 56 March 2014).

Contact Information

Craig T. Dedo Mobile Phone: (414) 412-5869
17130 Burleigh Place E-mail: <craig@ctdedo.com>
Brookfield, WI 53005-2759 LinkedIn: www.linkedin.com/in/craigdedo
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SB619 Testimony, Jim Scott, 2410 Crystal Ln., Wisconsin Rapids, WI., 3/6/14

Thank you Mr. Chairman for allowing me to testify today in support of the enactment
of SB619.

Over the last five months many opponents of Common Core have voiced their
criticism, now it is time to offer a solution. Before you is a gift, a copy of the 2010 edition of
the Massachusetts Engllsh Language Arts State Standards, updated in 2013. Please accept
these standards as the first submission to the Model Academic Standards Board. | took a
page from Dr. Evers playbook; | want to be the first to sign up! -

For the first decade of this century Massachusetts scored first or second amongst
the 50 states, in ELA proficiency, on both the PISA and NAEP exams. The Massachusetts
standards have endured the test of time, are rigorous, and well vetted. The MASB can
adopt them in whole, in part, or use them as a “starting point” for the “Wisconsin Standards.”
Please note on the title page of the Massachusetts Standards, they are “free," can be
adopted by W;sconsm at no cost and there is no copynght

The enactment of SB619 is essential to. maintain the contmued mtegnty and veracity
of public education standards. The creation of the MASB will offer diversity of ideas from a
broad base of stakeholders, mitigating the endless cycle of educational inbreeding. The
MASB will bring transparency to the adoption and review process, which was blatantly
lacking in the adoption of Common Core.

The February 19 “Colleagues” letter sent out by Dr. Evers, “creating a politicized
process,” was quite ironic. One of the primary reasons the ground swell of citizen concern
about the implementation of Common Core occurred was that it was perceived as

“politicization” of public education, crossing over the fine line from education to
indoctrination, loss of local control, and the indirect control of public education by the
Federal government. ot

It is in the best interest of the citizens of Wisconsin that SB619 be enacted on a
timely basis.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. }
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Senate Committee on Education — SB 619 Public Hearing — Thursday, March 6, 2014
Testimony of Attila J. Weninger, Ph.D., Superintendent, Stevens Point Area Public School District

Good afternoon honorable members of the Senate Committee on Education. Tam Attila J. Weninger, Superintendent
of the Stevens Point Area Public School District, serving the communities of Junction City, Stevens Point, Plover,
Park Ridge, Whiting, and several towns and villages in Central WI. We have a District staff of 1,000 employees,
and we educate approximately 7,300 students each day so that they may be successful in their chosen fields.

Our District strongly and unequivocally supports the current Common Core Standards Initiative and the exemplary
work that teachers, administrators, schools, and districts throughout Wisconsin have done in order to prepare
students for the rigorous Smarter Balanced Assessments yet to come, and for whatever state-wide assessment
Wisconsin develops. As a direct result of the work done in our District, our students have been exposed to a more
rigorous curriculum than ever before, challenged to perform at much higher levels, and have received greater
educational and mind growing experiences they otherwise would have had.

We have increased fidelity to the common core standards and best practices by teachers, vertically aligned grade
level to grade level K-12 knowledge and skills, and are developing ways to achieve mastery at the system level.
Because objectives are defined and scope and sequence are aligned, our data and its analysis are significantly more
effective leading to strategic, research-based teaching methods, brain compatible environments, and increased
student engagement techniques. Intellectually, students are more engaged, going deeper into the content, and
enthusiastically immersing themselves into more sophisticated content than ever before. That is what learning is all

about,

We have focused on mastery and strengthening the transitions between critical grade levels of 6-7, 9-10, and 12 to
college/university, military, or world of work. Common Core work has enhanced our community business, college,
and university partnerships as we collaboratively develop new pathways for learning that integrate real world
expectations for career and college readiness, and at the same time provide for college credit while in high school.
Increased alignment has also enabled us to effectively begin reducing gaps in student performance among majority
students, socio-economically challenged, ELL, and Special Education students. In other words, it has provided a
higher set of standards, expectations, curriculum, best practices, and opportunities for students in the gap areas.

For example, our Math steering Committee has done extensive research into the CCSS Algebra, Geometry, Algebra
2, and Pre-Calculus and students are now expected to solve real-world, meaningful applications of the content that
they are learning. Teachers require estimations, predictions, trial and error, applications, and higher order
questioning, as well as infusing modeling throughout every unit. They are focused on reading literacy in application
problems, so the students must apply literacy skills to solve each problem, and analyze the results.

If we do not adhere to the work that has and continues to be done with the current Common Core Initiative, we will
have lost precious time with our students, dismissed the time and skills of our teachers, and once again, misused
valuable taxpayer support for an initiative that will result in keeping Wisconsin at the top of our national educational
system. I would strongly urge you to honor, respect, and recognize the work and accomplishments to date, and to
wait for the data from assessments to prove to you, our students, teachers, parents, and communities that it was and

remains in the best interests of Wisconsin students.



The Wisconsin Council of Administrators of Special Services

February 20, 2014

Honorable Wisconsin Senators and Representatives,

We are writing to you today in support of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). We are opposed to
the construction of a legislative body charged with determining Wisconsin standards. We are opposed to
the micromanaging of the legislators that are proposing to create Wisconsin educational standards.
Respectfully, the creation of Wisconsin-based standards and the respective deconstruction of the CCSS
should be placed in the hands of those who are steeped in educational experience and training, not those
who are charged with the creation of policy and budget.

The Wisconsin Council of Administrators of Special Services (WCASS) and its affiliation with the
School Administrators Alliance (SAA) are supporters of the democratic process in which these important
decisions are made. We recognize that as our State and local representatives your charge and dedication
in regard to our educational infra-structure is one of continuous improvement. As with most continuous
improvement models there is some modicum of a Plan, Do, Study, Act (P-D-S-A) cycle that is based on
data, or outcomes. We applaud the fact that you have provided the necessary leadership to adopt and
support the CCSS as we, both a State and local educational leaders, begin to collect, synthesize and
evaluate the data associated with the CCSS.

The integrity of any continuous improvement, or P-D-S-A, model is based upon the objective
determination of outcomes at the end of such a process. Wisconsin, and the Stevens Point Area Public
School District, is on the cusp of realizing the true potential for the implementation of the CCSS. To
change direction now would negate the excellent hard work that our Wisconsin public educators have
completed over the past several years. Curriculum has been re-written and aligned to the more rigorous
CCSS, instruction has been modified to include best pedagogical practices, and assessment procedures
have been recreated to insure that all students have an equal chance to receive a quality education in
Wisconsin — an attribute that has traditionally made Wisconsin a leader in education.

Please preserve the integrity of our Wisconsin public schools and allow us, the educators, to complete the
continuous improvement process by illustrating, with data that the CCSS works for Wisconsin. Please do
not support the creation of a committee that will further politicize our public education system in
Wisconsin.

Thank you for your time and leadership.

Sincerely, Sincerely,

/s/ s/

Greg Nyen, President - WCASS Gary Myrah, Executive Director - WCASS
Director of Student Services, 4797 Hayes Road

Stevens Point Area Public School District Suite 101

Stevens Point, W1 Madison, WI

54481 53704

WCASS « 4797 Hayes Road, Suite 101 « Madison, WI 563704
608.245.2511 (phone) » 608.249.3163 (fax)
philknobel@wcass.org * www.wcass.org
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I want to thank Senator Olsen and members of the committee for the opportunity to testify on
Senate Bill 598 (SB 598). My name is Dr. Sheila Briggs. I am the Assistant State Superintendent
at the Department of Public Instruction and am here today to testify for information only.

I am charged at the department with overseeing the implementation of the Educator
Effectiveness system for Wisconsin. School districts are required to implement this new system
beginning in the fall of 2014. Current law allows for school districts and 2R charters to apply for
equivalency to the Department of Public Instruction, if they wish to use an alternative model to
measure educator practice. We currently have one consortium of districts that has applied for and
been approved to use an alternative model for educator practice. Under current law, non-
instrumentality charter schools have been ineligible to apply for equivalency separate from their
chartering school districts.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the chartering school district has no supervisory authority over
their non-instrumentality charter school teachers and principals, and therefore is not involved in
the evaluation of these staff members. This law would allow for any non-instrumentality charter
school to make an independent decision from their chartering school district, either to apply for
equivalency if their district uses the state model, or to use the state model if their school district
applies for equivalency.

The Department of Public Instruction has no concerns with this bill.

Thank you for your time, and I would be happy to take any questions that the committee might
have.

PO Box 7841, Madison, WI 53707-7841 = 125 South Webster Street, Madison, WI 53703
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Aaron Sadoff — Superintendent the School District of North Fond du Lac

Email — asadoff@nfdlschools.org
Phone (mobile) — (920) 539-7151 — Phone (school) - (920) 929-3750

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts and beliefs today about not only SB 619, but also on the
past three years of unbelievable change. growth, improvement and strain in public education. I have been
fortunate to be an educator since 1997, serving as a middle and high school teacher in Manitowoc and Fond du
Lac as well as an administrator in North Fond du Lac. For the past 5 years I have served as superintendent of
the School District of North Fond du Lac seeing the world of education switch from labor to work relations.
enibrace higher accountability for students, educators, schools and districts, as well as finally adopt and work to
implement with fidelity some great skill expectations that raise the bar for all students to be more prepared for
career and college. And now we are on the brink of implementing a statewide, on-line, adaptive assessment that
will assess to specific standards helping us better measure achievement and growth! The Common Core State
Standards are at the heart of this transformation.

Today I want to share three things with you that will help explain my understanding, as well as many of my
colleagues understanding of SB 619 and the future of education. These topics are:

e the new importance of cupcakes
e plumbers and electricians
e and finally a lesson I learned from my dad.

Yesterday I was fortunate to visit our Family and Consumer Education classroom and talk with our culinary arts
teacher Jill. She is an amazing educator who I believe will help us become a premier culinary arts program not
only in the state but nation. As we were talking about her students and an upcoming competition, 1 shared with
her the great opportunity I had today to testifying about the powerful new math and language arts standards that
we are implementing (aka Common Core). She immediately said, “Since the common core, making a cup cake
She went on to explain that for the first time in her career

is math and language arts, before it was just baking.”
she feels that she can support our students in the important skills of math and language arts because she knows
the expectations of skills (standards) that are expected from her students at his or her grade level. The Common
Core articulates specific skills at different levels that she, as well as physical education, art, music, social
studies, science, business, and all other educators can support through each of their unique and engaging content
areas! No longer is math taught only in math, no longer are English teachers the only ones that teach reading
and communication. Because of the Common Core and the implementation that we have been doing across this
great state for the last 3 years a cup cake is now about math, a cup cake is now about communication and
presentation, a cup cake is a vehicle to get our students to acquire and master skills necessary to be career and
college ready. It is no longer just a baked good!

Second. as I review SB 619 and reflect on the hearings I have attended and participated on the Common Core
State Standards, both in May of 2013 in Madison and this past October in Fond du Lac and today. I realize I
have not been to or heard of hearings that are being held on eclectrical standards, plumbing standards,
construction standards, health regulations, automobile standards, bridge building standards, etc. The



Governor’s Association commissioned a group of professionals to develop more rigorous and relevant math and
language arts standards to help the United States of American leap forward in its expectations of all children, to
prepare them better to compete in a new world economy and a significantly changed career and job force. The
standards were developed, vetted and adopted. THEY ARE SKILLS, not curriculum. They are the "what"
of education, not the how! They are cognitively measured, educationally developmentally appropriate and a
great base line. Now because of these standards, and the assessments (Smarter Balanced and ACT assessments)
that you, the legislature, has funded that will measure how we are doing helping students achieve and grow —
our state 1s finally on a track to have our Report Card and other tools begin to have reliability and validity AND
no matter where in this great state a family moves — parents can be assured that their child will not miss-out on
important math and language skills. The Common Core State Standards were developed by a group of
professionals, not politicians — much like our current electrical and plumbing standards! I guarantee none of
you, unless you were engineers or master plumbers or electricians would feel comfortable with developing and
reviewing the standards for wiring a house, or the standards for waste water treatment or standards for bridge
construction — you would leave that to the professionally trained personnel that understand those processes —
please allow education to be treated the same. ' '

Finally, I would like to tell you a story (one many of you probably encountered in your life) about my dad,
Richard Sadoff. He passed away 13 vears ago, but lives with me every day. He was big in to restoring old cars
and building things. He had a “gear-head” gene that missed me. Whenever he had time, he was in the garage
working, sireet-rodding a 1936 Chevy Pick-up. restoring a 1920°s Model-T. customizing a 1946 Dodge cab-
over, building a trailer, restoring pedal cars, you name it, he built and fixed it. He knew cars, antiques and how
to build like no one I ever knew. Everyday when [ went to see him in the garage, I would ask how I could help.
At first he would give me things to do, but found out quickly, I made more work for him than I helped. Finally,
one day when I asked how I could help, he said, “if you really want to help me, please stay out of my way!™ He
said it in a caring and meaningful way, he said that if he needed help, he would ask (which he did periodically
and I became a great garage helper — supporting him)!

Today I ask all of you the same thing, please stop trying to help. You have passed many bills to change how
our schools and educators are evaluated, you have passed legislation to eliminate collective bargaining as it was
known, you have balanced the state budget with great sacrifice from the public sector employees, you have
funded new and important assessments, Smarter Balanced and ACT, you have decided that it is good to use
public taxpayer dollars to fund private schools that are not held accountable for results. You have done many
things to help and some things that have and still are causing significant strife, and now, as my dad would say,
and on behalf of the students, educators, support staff, and my colleagues here today; please stop trying to help
and start supporting public education! We do not need more laws, more government. more committees - we
need support and resources. We all want to improve and we all want to serve our students better! Thank you
for your time and listening today.



Comparison Summary Table

Percentage of the Common Core State Standards

Addressed by the ACT Standards
ACT College Readiness Standards
. EXPLORE PLAN ACT ACT
Common Core State Standards (Grades 8-9) (Grade 10) (Grades 11-12) Course Standards
Reading Anchor Standards 100% 100% 100% 100%
Reading Standards for Literature 45% 56% 67% 100%
Reading Standards for Informational Text ' 80% 70% 60% 100%
Reading Standards for History/Social Studies 70% 50% 30% 100%
Reading Standards for Literacy in Science and Technical Subjects 100% 100% 100% 100%
Wiiting Anchor Standards © P Oy S 5w 100%
 Writing Standards Py e S AL S doms T e e e B 100% -
 Writing Standards for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects ~ 10% 11%: e 10 100%
Speaking and Listening Anchor Standards e e i R R 100%
Speaking and Listening Standards ' _ ‘ ‘ il o 100%
L'angﬁa'gé Anchor Stadsids S Eay | gy, ok : 100% : 100% - i 1000% 3 "10_0%
Language Standards i e e T R SO0 o e YO0 e O T
 Language Progressive Skills . RS e L 00 L100% .. 100% o . 100%
Standards for Mathematical Content, Grade 8 100% NA NA 100%
Standards for Mathematical Content, Grades 9-12 100% 100% 100% 100%

Standards for Mathematical Practice ' 8% 88% 88% 100%
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I am bringing this bill forward to make a technical correction to last session’s Read to
Lead bill, which became Act 166. When we were drafting the educator effectiveness
portion of the bill, part of our job was to think through who should be allowed to apply to
the Department for equivalency.

We had the foresight to separate out 2r charters, which of course manage and pay their
own staff, but we mistakenly grouped non-instrumentality charters, who like 2r’s hire and
pay their own staff, with instrumentality charters, which function like any other school in
a school district in terms of hiring and compensating staff. Even though DPI agrees that it
makes sense to allow non-instrumentality charters to apply for equivalency, and
understand it was our intent is refusing to let these schools apply for equivalency so that
they can use their own process to evaluate their staff, they said in order to allow this we

need to change the law.

This bill makes the necessary change to ensure that a school like Carmen High School of
Technology, one of the top high schools in Wisconsin and a non-instrumentality charter
school, can go through the process of applying for equivalency to use their model to
evaluate their staff rather than having to use the model selected by the district that

authorizes them (in their case, MPS).

State Capitol * P.O. Box 7882 - Madison, W1 53707-7882
Office: 608-266-0751 » Fax: 608-267-4350 » Toll-free: 1-800-991-5541 - E-mail: sen.olsen@legis.wisconsin.gov
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Comments on SB 619 — Creating model academic standards borard
To: Senator Luther Olson. Senator Paul Farrow

From: Gordon Gasch

In OPPOSITION to SB 619

To Senate Education Committee members,

[ am a retired teacher with 28 years of experience teaching high school Agriculture and currently
serve on the Brillion School Board. ' ‘

Some accurate history on academic standards in Wisconsin: In 1998 Wisconsin adopted a set
of academic standards. It didn’t take long and educators recognized many shortcomings in these
standards. As early as 2006, the Wisconsin educational community started to form groups to
assess the standards and make recommendations for improvement. It was felt that those
standards were too vague, not rigorous and there were too many of them. About this same time
there was the beginning of the development of what is now known as the Common Core.
'Wisconsin, seeing that the Common Core was both n'gorous and addressed the weaknesses of the
1998 standards decided to stop developing our own standards and waited for the Common Core.
The Common Core was introduced and adopted by Wisconsin in 2010. It was adopted by the -
elected State Superintendent of Schools with the legislature and governor signing off on the
decision. The Common Core has been implemented in schools across Wisconsin for over three
years now.

Why is the Common Core good: The Common Core was developed by and supported by
governors, and industry groups representing a wide range of political views. They had the goal of
making education in the US more rigorous, so students could compete in our global economy
and more uniform across states. I think it is ironic that for decades there were complaints that
teachers were dumming down education and now that more rigorous standards come along there
are people who find fault with that too. '

It is important to have the same standards across the country. We have excellent schools in
Wisconsin but that is not true everywhere. I want to tell a story about my wife’s cousin, Nick,
who earned an appointment to the Naval Academy to study Nuclear Engineering. Nick’s
roommate was from Alabama and in a US History class Nick was surprised that his roommate
knew nothing about the Vietnam War. Nick asked “what did yoﬁ study in high school?” The
reply was “my three high school history classes covered the Northern War of Aggression”.
Standards should be uniform across the country!



As our society becomes more mobile it is important that schools across the country are teéchjng
to the same standards so that students that move will not have their education disrupted.

I'would also point out that by far the majority of Wisconsin teachers who are working with the
Common Core support its rigor and clarity. I know that when there were hearings in fall
concerning the Common Core there were paid, out of state groups testifying. But if you only
look at the Wisconsin educators (not paid), there was overwhelming support for the Common

Core.

Why is there a need for SB 619: Let’s not sugarcoat the facts, SB 619 is designed to stop the
Common Core in Wisconsin! Now before someone dismisses me as some “left leaning”
educator, I reviewed my 45 year voting history and found I voted for republican candidates 5 to 1
over candidates from the other party. BUT as a former teacher, a current school board member,
parent and grandparent of school age children, and a taxpayer I am appalled at the politics and

politicians behind this bill.

Senator Vukmir, in an interview with Mike Gousha, says that the legislature would not be
writing standards. But that is the exact language of the bill. Senator Vukmir is either not very
intelligent or an outright liar. I don’t know her so I don’t know which. I do know she is a national
officer of ALEC and has a goal of attacking public education at every opportunity.

It also appalls me that the republicans, whose last two Assembly leaders were Scott Suder, who
put an unethical hunter training grant in the budget and Bill Kramer who is alleged to have
committed inappropriate acts on women; these are the people that would have the authority to
rewrite the academic standards for our students. Common man, let’s get real, they are not
qualified to write standards and their past history shows they shouldn’t be allowed to appoint

anyone to a committee either!

There are those that say both conservatives and liberals are opposed to the Common Core
standards. But dig a little deeper, most liberals don’t like the testing and the expected drop in
student scores (because the Common Core and the new tests are more rigorous). Conservatives
however are opposed because of some distrust with the President.

I ask the committee to examine the political motives behind this bill. Leave education decisions
to our elected State Superintendent and the keep the politicians out!

Thank you for your time reading this and for your service to the citizens of Wisconsin,

Gordon Gasch
N58’_75 Cty JJ
Brillion, WI 54110



State Senator Luther Olsen
Senate Committee on Education, Chair
March 1, 2014

Dear Senator Olsen:

| am writing to you because | am Wisconsin citizen, property owner in Windsor and Tomahawk, and
grandmother of seven grandchildren who either are or will be attending public schools in Wisconsin. | care
about education, particularly mathematics education, in Wisconsin. | have sent a similar letter to each of

- my legislators and those in the districts in which my grandchildren reside.

As co-chair of the Senate Committee on Education, | want you to know how saddened | am that partisan
politics is interfering with the continued implementation of the Common Core State Standards for
Mathematics. In the 21% century, it is vital that Wisconsin’s children leave our PK-12 schools with a solid
foundation and proficiency in mathematics. | consider the Common Core Standards to be setting the right
path for their futures. Wisconsin teachers and districts have been rolling up their sleeves to learn the
content of the standards, develop local curriculum, and begin implementing them in their classrooms. The
impending le'gislation in the Senate and Assembly has the potential to dismantle some incredible progress.

| am disappointed that many of your colleagues appear to be swayed by inaccurate information. Much of
the negative rhetoric about the Common Core is nothing more than sensationalism and promulgation of
information that is just plain wrong. Itis clear to me that the national movement to demonize and
extinguish the Common Core is built on false premises and elevates a misinformed vocal minority who
represent a very narrow political perspective. In fact, some who are disparaging the math standards have
little or no experience with mathematics. They are NOT the voices of experience that should be getting
your attention! ‘

I am hoping that you will specifically pay attention to a few key points:

e Successfully implementing new standards takes time. Wisconsin school districts are just beginning
to implement the Common Core Standards for Mathematics. As | talk with educators and leaders
from across the state, teachers are excited to teach the new standards and increase their
understanding of mathematics. Please do not pull the rug out from under them. While identifying a
cycle to review all state standards makes sense, putting mathematics and English language arts first
on the docket is an underhanded way of dismantling the Common Core. Other content areas such
as science and social studies also deserve immediate attention.

e Wisconsin has an opportunity. Adopting high quality standards that are similar to other states is a
good thing. If well implemented, our children will have a much higher level of understanding of
mathematics than ever before. Plus, adopting standards similar to other states gives us the '
opportunity to leverage national and international research and resources, while maintaining local
control. We are able to participate in professional learning from experts in the field from across the
country and local school districts will have more available resources. This is a good thing.

e We need to do something different than we’ve done before. International tests, TIMSS and PISA,
indicate how the United States struggles compared to other countries. While Wisconsin does
relatively well on NAEP overall, we have one of the largest achievement gaps in the country. By



continuing to implement the Common Core Standards for Mathematics, we are pushing the
envelope in a good way. Students are learning important mathematics content with
understanding. In my professional opinion, Wisconsin students will be mathematically well-
prepared for college and career if we stay the course.

In full disclosure, | have been an educator in Wisconsin since the early 1970s and have been active not only
at the local school district level, but also at the state and national levels. | have multiple perspectives. |
currently work for the Department of Public Instruction as a mathematics consultant, am Past-President of
the Wisconsin Mathematics Council, and am current President of the Association of State Supervisors of
Mathematics, the group of mathematics supervisors at state departments of education from across the

United States and Canada.

I am writing to you on my own time because | care. | care about the future of my grandchildren and I care
about every student in Wisconsin. | plead with you to stop the craziness in Wisconsin and let our educators
continue along a path to improve mathematics teaching and learning across the state so that our children

will be prepared for their futures.

My goal for writing to you is to plead with you to support the continued implementation of the Common
Core Standards. | am counting on you to be a voice for education in Wisconsin.

Sincerely,

Lo o ol

Diana L. Kasbaum
6688 Highland Drive
Windsor, W 53598
dlk53598 @gmail.com




Jeff Ziegler

Testimony to Wisconsin Senate Committee on Education on Senate
Bill 619

Thank you for allowing me to share my thoughts.

First | should let you know that | am a teacher who has spent the last several years
studying the CCSS and helping other teachers throughout the state prepare to teach
them. So | like to think I am informed about what they are and what they are not.

| do, however, bring other perspectives to this issue as well. | am a parent of two high
school students, | am a local school board member, and of course | am a taxpayer. All
of these different perspectives inform my opinions on education in general, and the
CCSS in particular.

As we debate the pros and cons of the CCSS initiative | think it is important to recognize
and acknowledge something about any document that is created by a group of people.
It is a compromise. Since it is a compromise it is likely that nobody thinks it is perfect.
The CCSS are no different. | don’t think it is a perfect set of standards. Like most
people, | think I could do better. Of course if | were to write my perfect standards others
would likely find them less than perfect. Some might even think they were about the
worst standards they had ever seen.

As | stated earlier | have been working with these standards for several years. In fact,
I've been working with them since before they were completed. Because of my work |
was able to see and comment on early drafts of the math standards. And while I still
don't think that the end result is everything | would have wanted, | do think that they
improved throughout the vetting process. -

On the whole the CCSS for Mathematics are focused, clearer, and more rigorous than
our previous state standards. But | feel the need to say something about rigor. Part of
the impetus behind this hearing is the statement by our Governor and others that
Wisconsin should have standards that are more rigorous than other states.
Disregarding that there are different definitions of rigor, we need to be careful of falling -
into what | will call the “more rigorous” trap. We could indeed draft a set of standards
that are more rigorous than the CCSS. Then lllinois could rise to the challenge and
create standards that are even more rigorous than our more rigorous standards to show
how their education system is better than ours. We would then of course be compelled
to create even more rigorous standards. | hope you can see where this is going.



Jeff Ziegler

Questioning whether or not we could write more rigorous standards is the wrong
question to be asking. The question we should be asking ourselves is; Do our
standards have the proper level of rigor? This is much more complex question. To
answer this question we need to consider a number of things. We need to decide on
our desired outcomes. We need to consider how students develop cognitively and
emotionally. We need to consider the ability of our education systems to deliver
curriculum and instruction aligned to our desired level of rigor.

Debating whether or not CCSS set a high enough bar for rigor is the wrong debate and
in my opinion a waste of everyone’s time. A conversation about how to ensure we have
the right level of rigor is a conversation |, and many educators | know, would be more

than happy to have.

All of that being said, | think it would be a big mistake to throw these standards out
under the misguided belief that Wisconsin could create better, or more rigorous, or
whatever superlative you want to use, standards. Even if we truly felt the need to draft
a different set of standards, creating a politically appointed board to oversee the
process is the wrong way to do it. The education of our children has become for too
politicized already. Having a politically appointed board draft standards that legislators
could then debate and edit would only serve to further politicize education. It likely
would also guarantee that the standards that resulted from this process would not be
accepted by a large part of the population.

My argument for not throwing out the CCSS and starting over does not hinge on my
love of the standards. As | stated before, | fully acknowledged that they are flawed.
And | think we need to both acknowledge these flaws and work on improving the
standards as we move forward with implementation. In fact, | look forward to engaging
in this work with educators in Wisconsin and across the country. Right there is one of
the big advantages of using the CCSS, we won't have to do the work or implementing
them and improving them by ourselves. We can work with educators across the

country.

But my main reason for urging you to not give in to those who want to throw out these
standards is that educators at the state, district, and school level in our state have spent
the last few years preparing to implement these standards. I'm not even sure how you
would calculate the resources that have gone into this. Districts and schools have
probably spent millions of dollars on teacher training and curricular resources. They
have invested untold man hours getting ready. Teachers have spent their own money
and given up their personal time learning about these standards and what they need to
do make sure their practices match the rigor expected. | have spent many hours
working with these teachers and seen first-hand how invested they are in the



Jeff Ziegler

implementation of the CCSS. As part of this work school and districts have recognized
the need to provide time for teachers to collaborate and have adjusted their practices
and schedules to make this happen.

If we were to throw out the CCSS with the intent of starting over we would once again
be doing what has happened far too often in education. Just as we are about to see the
payoff of all of this effort focused on a singular target, we would be moving that target.
We would once again be sending the message to educators that they shouldn’t get too
invested in the next big movement because it won’t last. When we do this we make it
that much harder to do the things we need to do to improve our schools.

| urge you not to make this mistake once again. Yes, we need to work on improving
these standards, so let's focus on doing that, not take another step backwards because
someone feels the need to pander to one group or another. '

Jeff Ziegler

Teacher, School Board Member, Parent
1570 Traut Rd.

Marshall, WI 53559



Dear Sen. Olsen:

I would like to voice my deep concern for the proposal to establish a state task force to improve
the Common Core State Standards, rather than keep the standards as they are and work diligently

to implement them as skillfully and beneficially as possible.

First, let me say I do not question the motives of anyone who supports this plan. Ibelieve they
only want the best for Wisconsin, our children, and our teachers. But I do think there is a grave
misunderstanding about what is being proposed. Please consider these few points: ‘

T

Writing standards of this kind is a monumental undertaking. The relatively few words in |
the final product belie the enormous knowledge and labor necessary to craft such a

document.

The CCSS used expert, specialist teams for each section of the standards. They drew
from the entire nation to compile those groups. Subjects like English Language Arts
were divided into smaller sections with expert teams for each. These were not run-of-
the-mill committees relying on hard work and good intentions. These were top experts in
very specific and often limited areas.

We’re proposing to improve on their work with a limited group of very sincere, hard
working people, none of whom is likely to have the necessary expertise in even one area
of the CCSS, much less all the topics the CCSS covers. Who is qualified to rewrite
detailed standards on each area of the CCSS? What are our chances of convening a team
capable of such a task? It isn’t possible to convene such a team from the entire world,
much less just from Wisconsin. This is not a task ordinary professors, teachers, or
concerned citizens can accomplish. We must be honest with ourselves on this point.

The proposed law would require the team to accomplish the impossible, and do it in 12
months. The team would be expected to produce math and literacy standards in 12
months. That timeline is evidence enough that the proposed task has been wildly
misunderstood. Sure, they can produce something in 12 months, but there is no chance it
would be better than the CCSS.

When we tried to write our own standards in the past the results were miserable. It is fair
to say we had the weakest and least useful standards in the country. Just before the CCSS
were revealed, Wisconsin was trying to improve our standards with a team of in-state
experts. Those efforts were no better than the standards we already had. Those teams
were specialized to each subject, and still they failed. Now we’re proposing to try it
again with many of the same people, factions, and forces that did it before, but with less



specialization and expertise. Why should this be better than before, much less better than
the CCSS? '

6. We already accept many national standards in our day-to-day lives. Doctors, dentists,
lawyers, engineers, and others are trained to national standards. From electrical work, to
road construction we accept and benefit from national standards to help us guide our
decisions and conduct our business. In education, every textbook conveys a set of
standards along with a scope and sequence of what should be learned and how to spend
our time. We don’t try to convene panels and write our own. Each of these limits local
control in some way, but we understand that the benefits of expert standards outweigh the

loss of local input.

I would never suggest the CCSS can’t be improved, and I would never suggest we can’t improve
them, but the proposed route to improving the CCSS ignores the hard realities of this challenge.
I urge you to set this proposal aside and consider a different approach: If we are to improve the
CCSS, then target those specific areas we wish to improve. Convene specialist groups for each,
and be willing to include top experts from outside the state. We should not be so parochial that
we limit where we go for answers. If the top experts are elsewhere, and they most likely will be,
then we should turn to them. If our child was ill we would go anywhere for help, not limit
ourselves to Wisconsin doctors or Wisconsin medicines. We shouldn’t limit ourselves to
Wisconsin educators, either.

And, if we are to do this, we can’t think a single group of committed citizens can cover the broad
demands of the CCSS: every subject, every age group, every skill and area of knowledge.

Trying to do so wouldn’t be a matter of putting our faith in our own citizens and educators; it
would be a case of heaping an unmanageable challenge on them and then expecting them to
conquer it. It would be unfair and unrealistic. Anyone who thinks it can be done, or that they
could do it, is sorely mistaken. ‘ ‘

Step back. Think about this again. Let’s find a better way to move forward with a very good
desire to improve the standards without kidding ourselves about what needs to be done and who
can do it.

Steven P. Dykstra, PhD

Licensed Psychologist

Founding Member, Wisconsin Reading Coalition

Member, Wisconsin Governor’s Read to Lead Task Force, and Read to Lead Council
Senior Writer, Member of the Science Core Working Group, Literate Nation
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Maich 5, 2014
Dear Legislators:

| am ‘writing fhis letter on behalf of the La Crosse School Districts’ Legislative:
Committee, a sub-group of elected school board members of the Scheol District of

La Crosse. We are wiiting to express our concern about Senate Bill 619, a bill that
would roll back the three year implementation of the state-adopted common core
standards. Evei more coricerning is that the bill would also. establish a new standards-
approval process that could leave future ‘standards development at the whim of
legislators. :

Like nearly all school districts in Wisconsin, the School District:of La Crosse began
preparing for implementation of new standards in language arts, reading, and '
mathematics four years ago. During this time, educators have re-shaped curriculum,
aligned report cards, and developed common assessments -- all based on the common
core implementation, Moreover, the District has invested nearly a half million dollars in
resources to support the comimon core in classrooms across the District, To say that we
are past the point of no return.on common core implementation would be an:
understatement. To stop implementation and start over at this peint would require three
to five years of continued chaos at a time when our schools need stability.

A significant-departure from the common core state standards at this would jeopardize
the states muilti-million dollarcommitment to the Smarter Balanced Assessments, the
new state tests aligned to the common core, which will ultimately be used for
accountability purposes. ' :

Perhaps we could all agree that the common core standards are not petfect. We-do
believe, however, that they:stand as a significant improvement over the standards that
we have had. As locally elected officials, we are deeply congerned about the new
‘standards development process as outline in SB19. This would establish a politically
appointed committee-which would navigate a process facilitated by the state.
superintendent of schools. Once the-committee makes a recommendation to the
legislature, our elected officials and all of the special interest groups: that financially
support them, will be able to modify the bill with any amendments they please..

With such-a process in place, our state standards will be guaranteed to.change at the-
whim of the. political party with more representation at the capitol. Partisan politics -
from either side of the aisle should not hold our staff and students hostage to continual
changes in standards, It is impossible to focus on continuous improvement when the
targets are in constant fluctuation, Our students, our teachers, our parents, our
taxpayers and our communities deserve better. '




Perhaps a logical alternative could be to return curriculum development and adoption
back to locally elected school boards who represent their communities. We are
confident that we can provide more stability through local control.

Sincerely,

O =D '

Bill Oldenburg
Legislative Commitfée Chair
School District of ’a Crosse




March 3, 2014
Dear Members of the Senate Committee on Education:

| am writing in regards to the upcoming hearing regarding Senate Bill 619. | am strongly opposed to
politicizing the process of developing, writing and approving academic standards in the state of

Wisconsin.

I believe in “local control” and feel that we continue to be conceding our local control of school
districts and their daily operations to the state the past three to four years. | question how a
subcommittee of fifteen individuals who have little or no experience in education could be charged
with developing and writing our academic standards. When | view the proposed make-up of the
committee, it definitely looks politically charged with individuals who would make up the committee
and be appointed by the governor. Just because one can “read complex text” or “complete difficult
algebraic problems” does not mean that they can write the standards and benchmarks needed to be
rigorous and academically challenging for our K-12 students. It is time to change the CCSS debate to
a discussion about the consistent implementation and teaching of the standards in our state with local
decisions rather than if they should have ever been adopted in Wisconsin and now abandoned.

We are in need of new standards in science and social studies since these were last written in 1998.
However, this is not the process that should be used in our state. Our English Language Art and
Math standards should be reviewed and revised, as well as other standards, so that they challenge
our students and are rigorous, relevant standards that allow our state to compete on a national and
international level. Again though, this is not the process outlined in Senate Bill 619 that should be

used.

The Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce came out in early February, 2014 supporting the
CCSS. | might add that WMC has heavily backed Scott Walker and other republicans. Jim Morgan,
president of WMC's educational division said “the standards have given local communities a common
purpose, the states a common goal and our country a tool to ensure our long-term success. The
Common Core makes common sense for Wisconsin school districts. Wisconsin businesses and
employers have been asking for accountability and measurement in schools for more than 25 years
and the CCSS will provide consistency across the state, more accountability and innovation and

increase quality”.

I would like to extend an invitation to visit the Pulaski-Community School District and our classrooms
to learn more about the Common Core State Standard implementation, alignment to our curriculum
and authentic assessment of student learning. Please do not hesitate to contact me to schedule a
visit to our district or to answer any questions you may have regarding the CCSS. | look forward to

- working with you on behalf of our students.

Yours in Education,

cif;nnzﬁ'r g,‘rag;afny

Jennifer Gracyalny

Director of Learning Services
Pulaski Community School District
143 W Green Bay St

Pulaski, WI 54162

920-822-6016
irgracyalny@pulaskischools.org




State Senator Luther Olsen
Senate Committee on Education, Chair
March 1, 2014

Dear Senator Olsen:

I am writing to you because | am Wisconsin citizen, property owner in Windsor and Tomahawk, and
grandmother of seven grandchildren who either are or will be attending public schools in Wisconsin. | care
about education, particularly mathematics education, in Wisconsin. | have sent a similar letter to each of
my legislators and those in the districts in which my grandchildren reside.

As co-chair of the Senate Committee on Education, | want you to know how saddened | am that partisan
politics is interfering with the continued implementation of the Common Core State Standards for
Mathematics. Inthe 21 century, it is vital that Wisconsin’s children leave our PK-12 schools with a solid
foundation and proficiency in mathematics. | consider the Common Core Standards to be setting the right
path for their futures. Wisconsin teachers and districts have been rolling up their sleeves to learn the
content of the standards, develop local curriculum, and begin implementing them in their classrooms. The
impending legislation in the Senate and Assembly has the potential to dismantle some incredible progress.

| am disappointed that many of your colleagues appear to be swayed by inaccurate information. Much of
the negative rhetoric about the Common Core is nothing more than sensationalism and promulgation of
information that is just plain wrong. Itis clear to me that the national movement to demonize and
extinguish the Common Core is built on false premises and elevates a misinformed vocal minority who
represent a very narrow political perspective. In fact, some who are disparaging the math standards have
little or no experience with mathematics. They are NOT the voices of experience that should be getting
your attention! |

I am hoping that you will specifically pay attention to a few key points:

o  Successfully implementing new standards takes time. Wisconsin school districts are just beginning
to implement the Common Core Standards for Mathematics. As | talk with educators and leaders
from across the state, teachers are excited to teach the new standards and increase their
understanding of mathematics. Please do not pull the rug out from under them. While identifying a
cycle to review all state standards makes sense, putting mathematics and English language arts first
on the docket is an underhanded way of dismantling the Common Core. Other content areas such
as science and social studies also deserve immediate attention.

e Wisconsin has an opportunity. Adopting high quality standards that are similar to other states is a
good thing. If well implemented, our children will have a much higher level of understanding of
mathematics than ever before. Plus, adopting standards similar to other states gives us the
opportunity to leverage national and international research and resources, while maintaining local
control. We are able to participate in professional learning from experts in the field from across the
country and local school districts will have more available resources. This is a good thing.

s We need to do something different than we’ve done before. International tests, TIMSS and PISA,
indicate how the United States struggles compared to other countries. While Wisconsin does
relatively well on NAEP overall, we have one of the largest achievement gaps in the country. By



continuing td implement the Common Core Standards for Mathematics, we are pushing the
envelope in a good way. Students are learning important mathematics content with
understanding. In my professional opinion, Wisconsin students will be mathematically well-
prepared for college and career if we stay the course.

In full disclosure, | have been an educator in Wisconsin since the early 1970s and have been active not only
at the local school district level, but also at the state and national levels. | have multiple perspectives. |
currently work for the Department of Public Instruction as a mathematics consultant, am Past-President of
the Wisconsin Mathematics Council, and am current President of the Association of State Supervisors of
Mathematics, the group of mathematics supervisors at state departments of education from across the

United States and Canada.

| am writing to you on my own time because | care. | care about the future of my grandchildren and | care
about every student in Wisconsin. | plead with you to stop the craziness in Wisconsin and let our educators
continue along a path to improve mathematics teaching and learning across the state so that our children

will be prepared for their futures.

My goal for writing to you is to plead with you to support the continued implementation of the Common
Core Standards. | am counting on you to be a voice for education in Wisconsin.

Sincerely,

Locmasof: hpaloarmd

Diana L. Kasbaum
6688 Highland Drive
Windsor, W1 53598
dlk53598 @gmail.com




March 6, 2014

Comments on SB 619 — Creating model academic standards board
To: Senator Luther Olson. Senator Paul Farrow

From: Gordon Gasch

In OPPOSITION to SB 619

To Senate Education Committee members,

[ am a retired teacher with 28 years of experience teaching high school Agriculture and currently
serve on the Brillion School Board. '

Some accurate history on academic standards in Wisconsin: In 1998 Wisconsin adopted a set
of academic standards. It didn’t take long and educators recognized many shortcomings in these
standards. As early as 2006, the Wisconsin educational community started to form groups to
assess the standards and make recommendations for improvement. It was felt that those '
standards were too vague, not rigorous and there were too many of them. About this same time
there was the beginning of the development of what is now known as the Common Core.
'Wisconsin, seeing that the Common Core was both rigorous and addressed the weaknesses of the
1998 standards decided to stop developing our own standards and waited for the Common Core.
The Common Core was introduced and adopted by Wisconsin in 2010. It was adopted by the .
elected State Superintendent of Schools with the legislature and governor signing off on the
decision. The Common Core has been implemented in schools across Wisconsin for over three

years now.

Why is the Common Core good: The Common Core was developed by and supported by
governors, and industry groups representing a wide range of political views. They had the goal of
making education in the US more rigorous, so students could compete in our global economy
and more uniform across states. I think it is ironic that for decades there were complaints that
teachers were dumming down education and now that more rigorous standards come along there
are people who find fault with that too.

It is important to have the same standards across the country. We have excellent schools in
Wisconsin but that is not true everywhere. I want to tell a story about my wife’s cousin, Nick,
who earned an appointment to the Naval Academy to study Nuclear Engineering. Nick’s
roommate was from Alabama and in a US History class Nick was surprised that his roommate
knew nothing about the Vietnam War. Nick asked “what did yoﬁ study in high school?” The
reply was “my three high school history classes covered the Northern War of Aggression”.
Standards should be uniform across the country!



As our society becomes more mobile it is important that schools across the country are teéching
to the same standards so that students that move will not have their education disrupted.

I would also point out that by far the majority of Wisconsin teachers who are working with the
Common Core support its rigor and clarity. I know that when there were hearings in fall
concerning the Common Core there were paid, out of state groups testifying. But if you only
look at the Wisconsin educators (not paid), there was overwhelming support for the Common

Core.

Why is there a need for SB 619: Let’s not sugarcoat the facts, SB 619 is designed to stop the
Common Core in Wisconsin! Now before someone dismisses me as some “left leaning™
educator, I reviewed my 45 year voting history and found I voted for republican candidates 5 to 1
over candidates from the other party. BUT as a former teacher, a current school board member,
parent and grandparent of school age children, and a taxpayer I am appalled at the politics and
politicians behind this bill.

Senator Vukmir, in an interview with Mike Gousha, says that the legislature would not be
writing standards. But that is the exact language of the bill. Senator Vukmir is either not very
intelligent or an outright lar. I don’t know her so I don’t know which. I do know she is a national
officer of ALEC and has a goal of attacking public education at every opportunity.

It also appalls me that the republicans, whose last two Assembly leaders were Scott Suder, who
put an unethical hunter training grant in the budget and Bill Kramer who is alleged to have
committed inappropriate acts on women; these are the people that would have the authority to
rewrite the academic standards for our students. Common man, let’s get real, they are not
qualified to write standards and their past history shows they shouldn’t be allowed to appoint

anyone to a committee either!

There are those that say both conservatives and liberals are opposed to the Common Core
standards. But dig a little deeper, most liberals don’t like the testing and the expected drop in
student scores (because the Common Core and the new tests are more rigorous). Conservatives
however are opposed because of some distrust with the President.

I ask the committee to examine the political motives behind this bill. Leave education decisions
to our elected State Superintendent and the keep the politicians out!

Thank you for your time reading this and for your service to the citizens of Wisconsin,

Gordon Gasch
N5875 Cty JJ
Brillion, WI 54110



470 Alpine Parkway
Oregon WI 53575
608-835-0096
dde@oregonsd.org

March 1, 2014

Honorable Senator Luther Olsen
Senate Education Committee Chairman
Room 123 South

State Capitol

P.O. Box 7882

Madison, WI 53707-7882

Dear Senator Olsen:

I am writing in opposition to Senate Bill 619, which would create a politically-appointed board to re-write K-12
education standards for the students.of Wisconsin. This bill would essentially eliminate the Common Core State
Standards, which Tea Party activists see as federal intrusion into local affairs. ' The passage of this bill would be
disastrous for the students of Wisconsin for a number of reasons:

e The Common Core State Standards have broad support. Recent hearings at the state level have elicited
broad support of the Standards, especially from teachers, principals, and school district personnel. These
Standards also have broad support from many in the business community, and are widely seen as more
rigorous than the previous Wisconsin Model Academic Standards.

® A state appointed board would politicize any new standards. Having legislators appoint people to serve on
this board ensures that the best qualified people to serve on this board would most likely not be appointed,
and would lead to others, including potentially those from outside Wisconsin, lobbying to serve on this
board to further their political interests. The work of writing academic standards is complex. Good sets of
academic standards need to be written by teams of content experts, teacher educators, and experts in child
development, not by legislative-appointed boards.

* Removing the Common Core State Standards is not a wise educational decision. Moving away from the
current standards would put us out of step with the vast majority of the states in the country who have
adopted these Standards. Curriculum and testing materials are being developed across the country to help
students reach these Standards. Having a unique set of standards in Wisconsin would limit the curricular
resources that districts could locally choose to use with their students. It would also necessitate the creation
of a unique assessment for our students, which would be far less reliable and valid than the large-scale
multi-state assessments that are currently being developed to assess the current Standards,

® Removing the Common Core State Standards is not a wise financial decision. Districts have invested five
years and untold amounts of funding to implement the current standards. Moving away from these at this
time would lead to no return on this investment in education. Plus, creation of a unique set of standards
would also necessitate the creation of unique curricular materials and a unique test to assess these new
standards, an expensive proposition.

For each of these reasons, Senate Bill 619 is wrong for the students of Wisconsin. I urge you to vote against this
bill.

Sincerely,

Dawid Ebert

David Ebert

Mathematics Teacher, Oregon High School

Past President, Wisconsin Mathematics
Council
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Good afternoon Senator Olsen and members of the Senate Committee on Education. Thank you for this
opportunity to testify on Senate Bill 619. My name is Dan Rossmiller and 1 am the Government Relations Director
for the Wisconsin Association of School Boards (WASB).

The WASB strongly opposes Senate Bill 619. The bill will eliminate the Common Core State Standards that were
voluntarily adopted in Wisconsin in 2010, more than three and a half years after Wisconsin had begun the process
of revising its existing math and reading standards.

Since 2010, Wisconsin school districts have spent time, energy and money—an estimated $25 million, according
to the non-partisan Legislative Fiscal Bureau—to implement the Common Core Standards, money and hard work
that will have to be set aside if this proposal advances in its present form and results in replacement of the

Common Core Standards.

We find it curious that lawmakers who so often preach frugality and fiscal conservatism have been so quick to
urge that the Common Core Standards be scrapped. 1f new standards are adopted, the costs of implementing
these reinvented standards, including training teachers and staff and reviewing curriculum and instructional
materials, will fall on districts. Because all districts are subject to revenue limits, money spent on implementing
new, reinvented standards will subtract from what districts can do in other areas. In districts, that receive little

or mo state general aid, this cost will be heavily or wholly borne by property taxpayers, not the state.

Scrapping implementation of the Common Core will move districts back to square one. Many school districts
have just purchased materials to meet the Common Core Standards. We wonder if those lawmakers who urge
repeal of the Common Core Standards will please come to these school districts to explain to the taxpayers that
they now need a referendum to buy materials to replace the newly purchased materials bought to implement the
Common Core Standards or, for that matter, to explain why programs and staff will have to be cut if the

referendum doesn’t pass.

Even after a set of exhaustive legislative hearings around the state at which critics had ample opportunity to
question the Common Core Standards, there is widespread agreement that: a) these new standards are more
rigorous than the ones they replace, b) these new standards specify what students should know and be able to do
at every grade level, whereas prior state standards set learning targets only in grades 4, 8 and 12; and c) there is
great value in being able to benchmark the achievement level of Wisconsin students against students in other

states and districts across the country.



One of the most disturbing aspects of the debate around the Common Core Standards is the extent to which
opposition is based not on the content of the standards themselves—what they actually expect students to know
and do—but rather on things that have nothing to do with the content, such as the federal government’s
perceived role in getting states to adopt them and the mistaken perception that somehow local control has been
lost in the shuffle.

These arguments are little more than red herrings.

Curriculum and standards are NOT the same thing. Standards are a set of expectations about what students
should know and be able to do at a given grade level. They are an over-arching set of goals that may be reached in
2 number of ways. Curriculum is the imaterial and teaching methods used to meet the standard. There is more

than one way to teach students to master the goals set forward in the standards.

Benchmarks are established to measure how well students are meeting the goals and expectations set forward in
then standards. Benchmarks are assessed in a step by step process so we know whether and how well students

are mastering these expectations.

The instructional materials used to bring students to mastery of the goals are the product of a locally-controlled

decision, approved by local school boards who reflect local community values and district mission statements.

Decisions about curriculum and the instructional materials (including books) used in our schools remain with the
local school board, where those decisions have always resided. We don’t have a list of required books in our state;

we have never had such a list-—not under the Common Core or before the Common Core.

The selection of a curriculum to help student meet the Common Core Standards is a local decision. In a typical
district, school administrators reviewed the Common Core Standards, examined many materials and assessed how
these materials would help to match student outcomes to the standards. Then they very carefully selected
materials to recommend to the Board of Education following a long process of examination and evaluation.
Administrators presented the materials to the Board of Education. The Board approved the selections. 1deally, the
materials support the curriculum, and the curriculum supports the standards. A curriculum isn’t one specific
book, or one specific topic that is taught. 1t is a compilation of materials put together to meet the set of

expectations for achievement reflected in the standards.

Thoughtful people across our state, including key business leaders, recognize that it is important that school
districts be able to assess their students’ performance via the Common Core and its associated tests because they
provide both a set of academic standards that are far more rigorous than our prior standards, and equally
jmportant, a set of benchmarks against which Wisconsin students' performance can be credibly and accurately
compared with that of their peers nationwide.

These business leaders recognize that in today's global economic competition it is critical that, in their words, we
keep our “state from going backwards in a way that would once again make Wisconsin an island in terms of
nationwide relevance or the comparability of its academic standards and student performance to those in other
states.” They not only know how critical a well-educated workforce is to providing the fuel for our state’s
economy, they know how important the quality of our state’s workforce—and our ability to quantify that quality
to prospective businesses who may be interested in locating jobs in our state—is in allowing our state to compete

nationally and internationally for new jobs and business.

For too long, our state’s ability to assess its own student’s performance and to measure it against that of students
in other relevant states has been hampered by our reliance on standards and test results that cannot be accurately

compared to other state’s results.



The Common Core and the tests aligned to it solve this problem. With the Common Core and aligned tests in
place Wisconsin will be able to instantly compare the progress of its students with those in at least 45 other states
and the District of Columbia in a meaningful and accurate fashion. All of this will be lost if Senate Bill 619 passes
and lawmakers substitute their own standards for the Common Core standards developed by educators.

1t should be noted that the wide array of reforms Wisconsin's public schools are being subjected to by this very
Legislature—from report card grading systems to rigorous teacher and principal evaluations to new state testing

systems—are all integrated with and aligned to the Common Core academic standards.

Current law, reflected in 2013 Wisconsin Act 20 (the 2013-15 state budget act), funds the implementation and use
of statewide assessments aligned to the Common Core Standards. Nothing in Senate Bill 619 changes this.
However, if Senate Bill 619 passes in its current form and is enacted, the state’s assessments will be aligned to the
Common Core Standards while its scademic standards likely will not. n other words, what teachers teach and
what students learn will not be what is tested nor will it be what teachers are evaluated on or what schools are

graded on the report card. That is a ridiculous and untenable situation.

Scrapping the Common Core Standards will either mean that the state’s standards will be misaligned to its
student assessments or it will require the state to write its own state assessments—with no guarantee that they
will be online or adaptable to individual students' needs or align with college and career-readiness. Further, while
we know it will cost multiple millions of dollars to produce new assessments we have no idea how long it would
take to get them ready or test them before they are used for high-stakes consequences. In any event, scrapping
the Common Core send the state (and local districts) back to square one with regard to replacing the WKCE

exams, something we fervently hope to avoid.

Scrapping the Common Core and its aligned assessments would force each district’s teacher and principal
evaluations and school report cards to be based on standards that are not yet known and a test that hasn't even
been developed yet, and, in fact, have no idea when such tests will be ready. 1f you wonder why school leaders are

concerned, here is your answer.
Senate Bill 619, to use an old phrase, would “throw the baby out with the bath water.”

School boards across the state are deeply troubled that well into the implementation of both the Common Core
and these reforms, the Legislature has set its focus on setting up a process that would allow it—the Legislature—
to substitute its own judgment about what the state’s academic standards should be, not just related to English
language arts and math, but with respect to social studies and science and other subjects as well.

In place of the Common Core Standards this bill would put in place a highly-political process for creating
academic standards that will subject the standards-setting process to all kinds of political squabbling, including
over divisive issues such as climate change, evolution vs. creationism, ete. and create yet another distuption at a
time when public schools are already attempting to adapt to all the reforms being imposed on them by the state

(e.g., report card accountability, educator effectiveness, response to intervention, etc.).

Senate Bill 619 would create a new model academic standards board dominated by political appointees to develop
and new model academic standards. The bill would then require the newly-created board to submit proposed
model academic standards in English, reading, and language arts and in mathematics to the state superintendent

within 12 months of the enactment of the bill.

If it weren't the intent of the bill to get rid of the Common Core Standards there would be no reason for such a

provision. What other reason could there be?



While some will argue that Senate Bill 619 will not lead to the immediate replacement of Common Core, it will
surely lead to the replacement of the Common Core within roughly 12 months, plus the few months it will take
the DPI to review the board's recommendations, hold the required public hearings and the time it will take the
Legislature to object to the State Superintendent’s recommendations and then pass a bill overturning those

recommendations and substituting its own version of academic standards.
By the very terms of the bill, SB 619 will allow politicians, not educators, to write academic standards.
How, you ask? The answer is in the process the bill sets up.

Under the bill, after the newly-created board has submitted its proposed model academic standards to the state
superintendent, the state super‘intendent must, taking into consideration the academic standards submitted by the
board, submit its own proposed model academic standards first to the legislative council staff for review and
comment and then to the Joint Committee for Review of Administrative Rules (JCRAR), a legislative committee

comprised of members from both houses.

The JCRAR must either approve the proposed model academic standards or object to the proposed standards. 1f
JCRAR approves the model academic standards, the state superintendent must adopt the model academic
standards. 1f JCRAR objects to the proposed model academic standards, JCRAR must prepare a bill that
incorporates by reference the proposed model academic standards submitted by the board for introduction in
both the senate and the assembly.

In short, the bill allows the JCRAR to substitute its judgment for that of the state superintendent. The state
superintendent thus is placed in the position where he or she must either accept “whole cloth” the
recommendations of the board created by this bill or risk the legislature totally rewriting the standards. That is
because once a bill is introduced by the JCRAR in support of its objections, any legislator can propose
amendments to the bill. Those amendments will allow for politicians to write academic standards, precisely what

some proponents of the bill claim will not happen.

This is not just the WASB's opinion. It is shared by the non—partisan Legislative Council attorneys who reviewed
the bill. They responded to an inquiry from a legislator with the following plain language analysis:

“You have asked about the provision of the bill requiring the Joint Committee for the Review of
Administrative Rules (JCRAR) to introduce a bill that incorporates by reference the model academic
standards if JCRAR objects to the standards submitted to it by the State Superintendent. Specifically, you
have asked whether the Legislature may amend this bill, if it is introduced. The Legislature would be able
to amend such a bill. This conclusion was also reached by Department of Public Instruction (DP1)
attorneys who reviewed the bill.” (February 27, 2014 Legislative Council Memo to Rep. Pope, “Process for
Adoption of Model Academic Standards Under 2013 Senate Bill 619")

It is by amending this JCRAR bill that the Legislature will be able to write (or re-write) academic standards as it

wishes.

Taxpayers have already spent millions of dollars to implement the Common Core Standards which no legislator
denies the State Superintendent had the authority to adopt. While some have criticized the State Superintendent
and the Department of Public Instruction (DP1) over the process of adopting the standards, arguing that it failed
to adequately involve lawmakers or the taxpaying public, the WASB believes that a periodic review process for
evaluating any standards adopted by the state, including public hearings throughout the state to ensure standards
aren’t placed on a “fast track” for adoption can be developed that does not include a legislative veto over such

standards or an opportunity for lawmakers to rewrite the standards once they have been adopted.



Delegates to this year's 2014 WASB Delegate Assembly overwhelmingly adopted a resolution (Resolution 14-8) that
states (in part), “ The WASB supports adoption and implementation of the Common Core State Standards at all
grade levels in the content areas of English language arts, mathematics, and literacy (in all content areas), which
are aimed at placing all Wisconsin students on track to graduate from high school ready for college or careers.”

That resolution also respects the authority of local school boards to adopt their own additional, more rigorous
standards as appropriate. It further states: “The WASB further supports flexibility for school boards to select,
approve and implement Jocal district standards that reflect the focal community’s expectation that each student
achieve his/her maximum potentfa/. The local standards should meet or exceed Common Core State Standards,
and should include grade levels and content areas not included in the Common Core State Standards.”

School board members are looking for a productive, two-way-street state-local partnership. We all need to be

working together with the common goal of doing what's best for our children today and our state tomorrow.

1 believe 1 speak for school board members, and 1 believe the entire education community, when 1 say: Please, stop
with the distractions such as this hastily crafted idea to ‘improve’ the Common Core. Legislative obstacles and

uncertainty are detrimental to our mission.

Instead, let's work together to on productive goals such as bringing high speed Internet connections to all our

schools and communities — this is the type of help people in Wisconsin need, including and especially our students
and schools. The bill you have before you causes everyone to take their eye off the prize — and that’s a world-class
education system with high expectations and measurable outcomes for students and educators. This divisiveness is

counterproductive.

Please, we urge you to reject Senate Bill 610.
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EDUCATION

AN UncomMmoN CONVERSATION

Wisconsin, Rightfully, Moves Forward with the Common Core Standards

‘ N Fhat should student