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	Mon 4/15/2013 9:11 AM
	Hello,

I have been a high school counselor for over 20 years in the state of CA.  From day one, I have seen the math skills in this state decline continually.  I have also discussed this problem with professionals (engineers), elementary through high school math teachers, principals, community college professors, and parents.  We all agree – the way math is taught in this state is wrong.  It is too much, too soon, not enough repetition and especially, no time to gain mastery in the classroom due to the amount of standards from all curriculum areas being “shoved down the kids throats.”  (sorry for the quote – it is what everyone is saying).  Additionally, several engineers that I have talked to commented on the physical wiring of the average child’s brain in relationship to age and learning to read tables and building up to the higher level thinking/analytical skills used in comprehending Algebra.  For the average child, Algebra should be done in 9th grade.  Basically, most everyone I have talked to is saying the same thing -  we need to slow math down, commit more time in the classroom at an early age to mastering basic concepts and save the harder concepts for an age when most kids are physiologically ready to comprehend.  

Respectfully,



	Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM

	Subject: Re: Common Core State Standards Update

Introduction page on the mathematical frameworks page has an error on the third paragraph.  Made should be changed to "make".    



	4/21/13
	Thank you very much for making possible the submission of comments to the current proposal for improved K-12 mathematics instruction standards.
I did have a hard time finding "the form" for submission, so here are my main comments instead:

1.- Through the text I read, and although much better focus on real-life connections, these standards seem to continue to be much "math-centric", meaning that the focus is still in our abilities to create and manipulate abstract representations of reality.  While from available theories and research this seems an appropriate goal. there is still the problem of students attempting to develop abstract skills in a "symbol manipulative" track of mind, rather than in a practical, real-life sensical way.  
This is sad because while we keep invoking the STEM acronym as a call for an integrated approach to quantitative thinking and acting in the context of technological tools (Technology), practical application of theories (Engineering) in  reliable ways (Science) through the use of abstract symbols and structures (Mathematics) there seems to be little or no concrete connection and reference to the specific elements and rich contributions of these other important disciplines throughout the standards,
A clear example of the disconnection I am suggesting is the total absence of references to the counting (numeric) system being used today for almost 100% of all the calculations and automated actions in the real world:  the binary, base 2 system.  In spite of the possibility of referring to and using the simplest system of counting to perhaps support motivation for learning and understanding from the earliest ages through the appropriate introduction and historical context of this and other complex systems such as the decimal, or base 10 system, it is instead completely ignored.  Why?  Maybe there should be (or is there?) more meaningful participation of practicing engineers, scientists and technologists in the design, review and evaluation of these important standards?

Thank you very much for your attention.
NOTE: As appropriate, similar references can also be suggested to the meaning and use of "negative" quantities (quantitative-qualitative precision and accuracy in measurement scales), or the constructive elements of algebra expressions (PEMDAS?) compared to those assumed in standard language rules and  constructs.



	4/19/13
	As a Continuation High School Math Teacher I work with the students who have been unsuccessful in their math education. After reading much of the new direction written about in the Framework – there is still a giant hole left in the PROCESS. While the substance is there, it must be recognized that, unlike most other core areas, math must be a taught in a sequential process.

Where the damage is done and must be repaired:

Most students are promoted from one grade to another regardless of their math skills. Once promoted to the next grade level the higher math skill appropriate for their grade level is taught to them - and they fail once again. I teach classrooms full of high school students who do not know basic fractions. Since fractions are found in all mathematics they will continue to fail forever.

Instead of remediation, by pulling students out of classroom in elementary schools for additional work – why not simply re-enroll them in the same coursework they just failed?

Why not require the math framework, which is designed as a sequence, to not only be taught in sequence, but learned and passed in sequence before moving on?

We do no service to students by pushing them into new, higher level work when they have proven unable to pass the former course. What is it that we gain from this sort of promotion? Now ask what damage is done if we require students to pass each level in sequence.

I hear no discussion about one of the most effective changes that could be made in math education. 

A lot of work has been put into the new Framework sequence and I think it is well improved. While technology gets into our tool box and we form new acronyms to accommodate a sort of national – leveled and balanced approach we must be intelligent enough to recognize a real opportunity to make a difference.

My last questions:

When an eleventh grader reaches my classroom, unable to work simple fractions, what were all his former math teachers doing for the seven prior years? Why did not one teacher succeed? Why does the system wait for me to fix seven years of math neglect in the last year and a half – and teach them enough math for them to graduate? What are we thinking???



	Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2013 1:08 PM

	I am concerned with the addition of so many MORE standards than we had before.  I thought that the idea was to teach LESS with more DEPTH so that the students had a more thorough and more lasting understanding.  This seems to contradict that entire premise. I thought that we were going to be covering less standards so that we could us Problem Based Learning techniques and have overarching projects so that students could see the relevance of the math.  Now these standards are published and they have so much more in them that our time for teaching each idea will be shorter.

Is there a reason for ADDING to the Massachusetts common core when they are currently out scoring our state by leaps and bounds?  Doesn’t it seem more logical to follow their example so that we too could perform better as a state?  I think that adding all of these standards is setting us up for failure. 



	Thursday, May 02, 2013 2:44 PM

	Subject: Increased Standards in the Algebra 1 Curriculum

I reviewed the Pre-Publication Version of the Common Core Standards that California will be adopting for Algebra 1.  As I see it, there are a large number of topics added to the Algebra 1 standards and none removed.

Here are some of the added topics:

Complex number solutions  (a + bi) for quadratic equations

Systems of quadratic equations

Graph square root, cube root, and piecewise functions, including step functions

Graph exponential and logarithmic functions showing intercepts and end behavior

Graph trigonometric functions, showing period , midline, and amplitude

Exponential growth and decay

Use technology to graph and find solutions to rational, absolute value, exponential and logarithmic functions 

Model exponential relationships

Write arithmetic and geometric sequences with an explicit formula

Identify which transformation takes place for f(x) + k, kf(x), f(kx), and f(x+k)

Find inverse functions

Scatterplots, histograms, and box plots
Mean, median, mode, interquartile range, standard deviation, outliers

Fit a function to data given an exponential model

Assess the fit of a function by plotting and analyzing residuals

Compute the correlation coefficient

I’m not sure how we’re going to fit all this in to Algebra 1.

Can you help me understand how this will work?

Thanks,



	Sent: Tuesday, May 07, 2013 10:02 AM
	Subject: Standards

Dear Ms. Franklin:

I am also a math teacher at Beyer High School, and very distressed at the adding of additional standards.  You mention that there are math teachers on the committee, but that doesn’t tell me how close these teachers are to the classroom situation (all types of individuals can be classified as teachers), or if their  input was actually considered.  I have been on “committees” where teachers were asked for input, and then it was totally disregarded in the final determination, but it was noted that “teachers were consulted and had input”.  I can tell you that it sounds great to say that many present standards will be taught earlier and thus students will come prepared.  In reality this is bogus nonsense.  Students aren’t coming prepared with the present knowledge they are supposed to have, as we have to constantly reteach basic content matter.  If you really believe that we can add  more and they will magically master that, as opposed to the reality that they will be even more deficient, I can’t imagine you have any real connection to the classroom level of teaching.  I have 31 years of teaching and may not be around for that many more years, but I really worry about the future of education, students, our state, the country, and the future generation of my colleagues who will have to endure this insanity.

Sincerely,



	Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:59 AM

	Thank you for all the hard work evident in this draft. I am looking forward to using this framework in professional development.

Attached are my detailed comments on seven of the sections.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.  In most cases the suggestions are refinements or clarifications and I worked to make my suggestions as clear as possible with any suggested changes included in italics.

Wonderful document!
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