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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 th